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I .

HOWARD UNIVERSITY: A COMPARATIVE FISCAL ANALYSIS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The United States Congress requested the U.S. Department of Education to condur a full

analysis of Howard University. This is the first of several reports we are preparing in response to

that request. This report analyza: (1) general education revenues; (2) education and general

apenditureg and (3) faculty salaries. nigher analyses of Howard University will examine

student characteristics and outcomesland omrall management ism=

The analyses in this report compare Howard Unhersity to four different groups of higher

education institutions. The four groups identified for this report arei

Selected private institutions with hospitalsinstitutions chosen by Howard University

because they are private institutions that offer similar curricula and devres at the

undergraduate, graduate and professional levels;

Public universities with hcopitalsrmarch universities that, like Howard University,

receive a large share of reveaue from government appropriations;

Competitor institutionsinstitutions that undergraduate students who declined
admittance to Howard University chose to attend; and

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (1-3BCUs)institutionF, like Howard

University, that serve predominantly black student populations.

Each of these groups provides a different perspective ftr.M1 which to assess the operation of

Howard University as a major higher education institution in the country.

All revenue and expenditure data are for academic year 198546 and are presented in terms

of funds received or Spent per full-time equivalint student (Y-1 t.). Analyses of expenditure and

revenue data indicate that Howard University's revenues are largely generated from the same

sources as public institutions, Le., governmental, but its expenditures resemble those of large

private institutions. Althczigh an HBCU, Howard University's fiscal data reveal more striking



similarities with the private and public institutions with hospitals than with HBCUs or competitor

institutions. With respect to revenues, comparisons of Howard University arm the comparison

groups reveal the following:

At $23,325 per FTE, Howard University's revenues were between those of the
private institutions with hospitals ($290131) and those of the public institutions with
hospitals ($15,518), Howard University received more than twice as much revenue
as the competitor institutions ($9,983) and three times more revenue than the
HBCUs ($7,687).

A lthough a private university, Howard Unissusity received relatively small revenue
shares from many of tlf priruipal revenue souroas of other private universities.
Tuition and fees, grant% tand contracts (Federal, state and private), and endowment
income are rztamples of ievenue sources from which Howard Univenity received
less than half as many funds as the selected private univetsities with hospitals.

Both Howard University and public institutions with hospitals received over 50
percent of their revenue from government appropriations and less than 20 percent
from tuition and fees. The main difference is that Federal funds supported Howard
University, whereas the public institutions with hospitals received state
appropriations.

Howard University received one pertent ($225 per HE) of total =venues from
endowment iacome. The comparison institutions endowment income ranged from
one peraint of total revenues among public institutions with hospitals ($157) to
slightly more thart ten percent among selected private institutions with hospitals
($2,943). .

Sontot key anding concerning Howard University's expenditures are as follows:

In terns of total expenaitures per FrE, Howard University spent $22,843 per FM;
this plaoad Howard University squarely between the public schools with hospitals at
$14,728 and the selected private universities with hospitals at S30,648. Howard
University's expenditures were significantly above the competitor histitutions
($10,073) and HBCUs ($8,408).

When research is removed from total expendituris, Howard University's
expenditures more closely resemble those of the selected private universities with
hospitals. Excluding research, the difference between the twO is less than $2000
per FTE.

Howard University did not spend ss much on research as did the selected private
institutions with hospitals or public institutions with hospitals. Indeed, Howard
University spent only six percent ($1,332) of its per-FfE expenditures on research,
compared to 24 percent ($7,305) dedicated to research among the private



institutions with hospitals, and 16 percent ($2,315) among public institutions with
hospitals. The competitor institutions and H3CUs spent 12 percent ($1,229) and
five percent ($423) on tesearch, respectively.

In terms of dollars spent on academic expenditures ($9,579 per FTE), Howard
University ranked below the selected private institutions with hospitals but above all
other comparison groups. The average competitor institution spent a similar budget
share on academic expenses (46 percent of total expenditures less research,
compared to 45 percent at Howard) though less than half the dollar amount per
FrE ($4,029).

Howard Univetwity spent substantially more for total adminisrative expenses than
any other type of institution. Howard University spent $5,981 (28 percent of total
apenditures las FTE on adminisuative costg the selected private
hatitutions with . ranked second in total dollars spent on administration at
$4,642 (20 percent of expenditures las research). All other comparison
groups spent less than bait as much money on administrative expenditures as
Howard University.

Howard University also spent significantly more for plant operation and
maintenance (14 percent) than any of the comparison groups. At r3,092, Howard
University spent 12 times more than its selected private institutions with hospitals
and more than twice as much as each of the other groups on plant operation and
maintaianee.

Of Howard University's full-time faculty, 78 percent had Ph-Ds. . This is the same

percentage as for the public institutions with hospites group. The only comparison group with a

higher proportion of full-time faculty was the selected private institutions with hospitals.

Moreover, the ratio of FTE students to full-time faculty was lower at Howard University (8.2 to

one) than at any comparison group. Howard University also had a substantially larger

parentage of part-time faculty (37 percent) than any comparison group.

With respect to faculty salaries and benefits, Howard University paid its faculty

considerably less than the selected private institutions with hospitals, particularly in the upper

ranks. Its salaries and benefits were fairly comparable. however, to the public institutions with

hospitals. Comparisons could not be made with the competitor institutions or the HBO:

because several of the HBCUs did not participate in the faculty salary survey.

vi
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Howard University is a private, non-profit Historically Black Institution located in the
District of Columbia. It was founded on March 2, 1867 by an Act of Congress which officially
inoarporated the University. Since its founding " ward University has continuously received

Federal support for its construction and general operating expenses.

Howard University offers a comprehensive program at the undergraduate, graduate and
professional levels. Its 18 schools and colleges are attended by some 9,896 full-tbie equivalent
students (74 percent undergraduateapti 26 percent graduate). Hoy/ant University has Master's
degree programs in over 85 areas and tdoctoral-level Kograms in 23 fields.

In Fiscal Year (FY) 1990, direct Federal appropriations for Howard University equalled
$182.4 million, an increase of 533 million over the FY 1989 appropriation and $3 million less

than the FY 1991 budgct request. The Federal appropriation currently provides almost 70

percent of the University's education and general expenditures. Howard University also receives
Oft.

$183 million in Federal student assistance funds and $9.9 million through other Federal gram
and research programs,

The United States Congress requested that the US. Department of Education conduct a
full analysis of Howard University. This report is the first part of the Department's response to
the Congressional maculae. It provides analyses oh (1) education revenues; (2) educational

expenditures; and (3) faculty salaries at Howard University. Further analyses of Howard

University will examine student characteristics and outcomes and overall management issues.

McOodilni(41 APImPach

This report comparea revenue, expenditure, and salary data on Howard University to
other similar schools. Because it is difficult to select one group of higher education institutions
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that is truly comparable to Howard University, this report uses four comparison groups. Each of

the four groups provides a different perspective from which to assess the opezation of Howard

Univerat,' as a major U.S. university.

The foar groups identified for this report am

5goass1 ir1taisanninaigaufithlimitall. Eleven private universities with
hospitals, which Howard University chose as the appropriate comparison group.

public Institutions with Hospitals. Eleven public universities whose enrollment
sizes are most comparable to Howard University.

Lkauxt.. ti m.. FM= public and private colleges and universities
attended by tiate students who were admitted to Howard University, but
chose not to enroll there.

Ifigsdany Black Colleges and Vniversiries gmcgq. Fourteen of the larger
lifiCUs, seven of which are public and seven private.

The institutions within each of these four groups are listed in Tables 1-4, along with their

location, enrollment size, and enrollment composition.

The comparison group that Howard University chose consists of private, research

universities with hospitals. These institutions include some of the most prominent and costly

higher education institutions in this country. Howard University selected these institutions as

comparable because they offer similar curricula and degrees at the undergraduate, graduate, and

profasional levels. The second group, public universities with hospitals, MU chosen because

Howard University receives an extremely large share of its revenue from governmental (i.e.,

Federal) appropriations. In this respect, &spitz the fact that Howard University is a private

university, it is more similar to 'public institutions.

Student characteristics motivated the selection of the last two comparison groups. The

competitor institutions include schools that undergraduate students who applied to and were

accepted by Howard University actually attended instead of Howard University. The group of

2
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Table 1

Selected Private Institutions with Hospitals

loalubn konatimmr Undergraduate % Graduate

Case Western Reserve University 8257 36% 64%

Cleveland, Ohio

University of Chicago 8600 37% 63%

Chicago, Illinois

Duke University 9795 59% 41%

Durham, Notth Carolina
(

Emoty Univetsity % 8604 57% 43%

Atlanta, Georgia ..,

Georgetown University 11438 48% 52%

Washington, D.C.

The Johns Hopkins University 3827 70% 30%

Baltimore, Maryland

University of Rochester 7269 64% 36%

Rochester, New York

Stanford University 13292 49% 51%

Stanford, California

Tulane University 9247 59% 41%

New Orleans, Louisiana

Vanderbilt University 9656 53% 47%

Nashville, Tennessee

Yale University 10699 49% 51%

New Haven, Connecticut

Howard University 9896 74% 26%

* Total Enrollment 1988, pit rson's Fott189 data and ARCO The h:ght
College 1989 data.



Table 2

Public Institutions with Hospitals

kon alEtItifErie 2E...kb4203110Atte % Graduate

University of Alabama
at Birmingham

14245 89% 31%

Birmingham, Alabama

University of California-Irvine 15139 18%
Irvine, Callbmia

University of Cincinnati 21844 71% 29%
Main Campus
Cincinnati, Ohio

,.

University of Winois-Chicago .23913 66% 44%
Chicago, Illinois

Indiana University-Puriue 10581 91% 9%
University at Indianapolis

Indianapolis, Indiana

University of Kentucky 78% 22%
Lexington, Kentutiq

University of Missouri-Columbia '22796 74% 26%
Columbia, Missouri

University of North Dakota 11181 86% 14%
Main Campus
Grand Forks, North Dakota

Temple University 25653 64% 36%
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

University'of Utah 24611 83% 17%
Salt Lake City, Utah

Virginia Commonwealth University 20485 72%
Richmond, Virginia

Howard University 9896 74%. 26%

Total Enrollment 1988, Peterson's Four-Year Colleges 1989 data and ARCO The Right
ralstgLIMS data.
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Table 3

Competitor Institutions

Ingtto famfttlf*

hum
Clark College 2044
Atlanta, Georgia

Hampton University (Institute) 3794
Hampton, Virginia

Morehouse College (men only) =9
Atlanta, Georgia

Zrtaatnegglzge (women only) ( 1731

s

Xavier University of Louisiana \ 2049
New Orleans, Louisiana

4N=
Florida A&M University 5949
Tallahassee, Florida

University of Maryland-Baltimore 7101

CaCt°ouwnillie, Maryland

University of Maryland-College 33303
Park

College Park, Maryland

University of Michigan 34847
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Michigan State University 50739
East Unsing, Michigan

Morgan State University 4500
Baltimore, Maryland

North Carolina A&T State 5373
University

Greensboro, North Carolina

Rutgers University (Rutgers College) 8347
New Brunswick, Issv Jersey

Temple University 25653
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

University of Virginia 16657
Charlottesville, Wrghia

Howard Oniverilty 9896

% Undergraduate % Graduate

100% 0%

100% 0%

100% 0%

100% 0%

88% 12%

96% 4%

84% 16%

74% 26%

64% 36%

83% 17%

100% 0%

87% 13%

100% 0%

64% 36%

66% 44%

74% 26%

EniôIlmènt 1988, Peterson' Four-Year Colleges 1989 data and ARCO The Right
College 1989 data.
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Table 4

1-1BClis

MO !Aim Enamor % Undergraduate % Graduate

Erma

Bethune-Cookman College 1768 100% 0%
Daytona Beach, Florida

Florida Memorial College 2172 100% 0%
Miami, Florida

Hampton University (institute) 3794 100% 0%
Hampton, Wginia (
Morehouse College (men only) 1 2229 100% 0%
Atlanta, Georgia

,,

Spelman College (women only) 1731 100% 0%
Atlanta, Georgia

Tuskegee University (institute) 3300 94% 6%
Tuskegee, Alabama

Xavier University of Louisiana 2049 88% 12%
New Orleans, Louisiana _
Public -

Univ. of Arkansas at Little Rock 10141 87% 13%
Little Rock, Arkansas

Univ. of the District of Columbia 9600 84% 16%
Washington, D.C.

Florida A&M University 5949 96% 4%
Tallahassee, Florida 4

44.

Jackson State University 6030 84% 16%
Jackson, Mississippi

Norfolk State University 7721 91% 9%
Norfolk, Virginia

North Carolina A&T 5373 67% 13%
State University

Greensboro, North Carolina

Texas Southern University 9002 78% 22%
Houston, Texas

Howard University 9636 74% 26%

* Total Enrnilrnent 1988, peterson's Four-Year Colleges 1989 data and ARCO The Right
College 1989 data.
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HBCUs allows for comparisons to other schools that serve predominantly black students as does

Howard University. Howard University is also an HBCU, although it is much larger and offers

more undergraduate and graduate programs than most other HBCUs.

Using multip' =prison groups highlights the unique character of Howard University
,

and provides a variety of perspectives from which to view the University. Dais concerning each

of the four comparison groups is presented in two forms: 1) averages for the group, and 2)

individual institutional data. The first format facilitates summary comparisons of Howard

University to each institution type.( The second format, presented in Appendix tables, allows for

more detailed institutional comparisont between Howard University and other specific

institutions.

Pata Sources

Data from the 1985-86 I-Egher Education General Information Sarvey (HEGIS) are used

extensively in this report because they are the most comprehensive data available for fiscal

analyses of postsecondary institutions. Although some accounting variations may occur in

institutional reporting, these data are the most comparable available. HEGIS collects data

annually on opening fall enrollments, expenditures and revenues, faculty salaries, degrees

awarded, and general institutional characteristics. The 1985-86 REGIS fiscal data arc the most

recent available. Unless.otherwise indicated, data reported in the text and tables are taken from

REGIS.

The analyses of faculty salaries use data from the American Association of University

Professors' (AAUP) I U8 rt I) IC tAtUS e Every

year, AAUP gathers data on average faculty salaries and benefits by rank. The 198748 survey is

the most recent year in which Howard University responded to the survey.

7



Additional dta on faculty are, drawn from the College Board's 1988.89 Anoual 5arvety of

Colleges. This data soyrce provides information on faculty characteristics such as percent with

Pbas, percent part-time, and student to faculty ratios.

Aes
The fiscal analyses that &low assess how Howard University received and spent money

relative to other institutions. These analyses bows on general educational revenue and education

and genend (E & G) expenditures. (pit focus eliminates etpesxlituxu and revenues such as

hospitals and student housing, which cen vary considerably across institutions and are not directly

related to the educational mission of postsecondriy institutions. Limiting the analysis in this way

thus enhances comparability across institutions. Detailed descriptions of revenue and expenditure

categories used in this report are presented in Figures 1 and 2.

Moreover, revenue and expenditure figures are presented in terms of funds received or

spent per full-time equivalent student (FTE). FrE calculations convert three part-time students

into one full-time student and add these to the number of student; enrolled full-time. Reporting

revenues and expenditures per FIE further enhance comparabllity across institutions with very

different enrollment sizes and proportions of full-time and part-time students.

Given the tremendous variation in total budget sitl.among the groups, the analysis of

dollar amounts gives only part of the picture. It is important also to examine the percent of the

budget, or budget share, that each figure represents. These are discussed in the following two

sections, beginning with revenues and concluding with expenditures.

The findings of this study indicate that Howard University operates like a public

institution in some aspects and like a private institution in others. Specifically, Howard

University's revenues are largely generated from the same sources as public institutions, i.e.,

8



Figure 1

Definitions of Revenue Categories

Tuition and Fees - includes all tuition and fees assessed against students, including tuition and
fee remissions and etemptions.

Federal Appmpriations - includes all amounts made available to the institution through acts of a
legislative body, except grants or contract& These funds are for meeting current operating
expenses and not for specific projects or programs.

State and Leal Appropriations - includes funds received by the *institution as a result of State
and local legislation, excluding grants qr contracts.

Federal Grants and Contracts - includes revenues from Federal government agencies which are
for specific research projects or other types of programs.

State and Local Grants and Contracts - includes revenues from state and local government
agencies designated for specific research, training or other types of programs.

Private Grants and Contracts - includes revenues from private donors and funds for which
specific goods and setvices must be pitivided to the funder as a stipulation for receipt of the
funds. Includes only those gifts, rants, and contracts-that are directly related to instruction,
research, or public service.

Endowment Income - "includes (I) the unrestricted income of endowment and similar funds; (2)
restricted income of endowment and similar funds to the extent expended for current operating
purposes; and (3) income from funds held in trust by others under irrevocable trusts.

Sales and Services of Educational Activities - includes revenues from the sales of goods or
services that are incidental to providing instruction, research or public service; examples include
film rentals, scientific and literary publications, testing services, university praises and dairy
products.

9
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Figure 2

Definitions of Expenditure Categories

&MID=
Academic - expenditures for the services that are integral to the instruction and research of the
institution, specifically including instructional costs and libraty costs.

Instruction expenditures for direct instructional &amities, including faculty salaries,

blades - expenditures for the operation of libraries, including wok acquisitions and
compensation of library pasonnel.

Administrative expenditures for the fervices that are primarily related to the administration of
the institution, including student savice!i, instituti9nal support and academic support.

Student Services - funds expended for various direct services to students, including
admissions, came: guidance, counseling, financial aid administration, and student health
services,

Institutional Support - expenditures for the day to day operation of the institution,
excluding physical plant operations; includes executive direction and planning, and legal
and fiscal operations.

Academic Support - expenditures for support services that are integral to the
administration of academic and instructional services, including academic computing,
ancillary support, and academic administration.

Scholarships includergrants and stipends awarded to students enrolled in formal coursework, as
well as aid to students ill the fonn of tuition or fee remissions.

Research - funds expended for activities specifically related to produce research outcomes.

Plant Operation and Maintenance / Mandatory Education Thud= - all expenditures for
ot..adons established to provide service and maintenance related to campus grounds and
facilities. This category also includes Mandatory Eziucation Transfers since mandatory debt
provisions relate to academic and administrative facilities. Mandatory transfers nom =rent
funds are those that must be me.ie in order to fulfill a binding legal obligation of the institution.
It should be noted that manehitory education transfers contribute an extremely small percentage
of the dollar amount in this category.

Public Service funds expended for community seminars or projects, and cooperative extension
services.

10



guvernmental, but the amount of revenue per FrE is much larger than at public institutions, and.

in fact is more like the amount of revenues generated at large, private universities. With respect

to expenditures, Howard University, Me every comparison group, spent the largest portion of

total capenditures on academic costs (instruction a)' "'caries). However, HoWard University

spent consideribly more funds per FrE than any of the comparison groups on administrative

COStS.

&mem

An analysis of revenues invictes an =lamination of the total amount of revenue received

and the sources of those funds. In lei= of the total amount.of revenues received, Howard

University is situated between the selected private institutions with hospitals and the public

institutions with hospitals. However, the sources of Howard University's revenues are far more

similar ro those of public institutions with hospitals than to any other comparison group.

There are large differences in the total amounts of revenue received by Howard

University and the comparison gaups. At $23,325 per full-time equivalent (1.1 t.) student in

1985-86, Howard '.1nivetsity's =tames were 20 percent below those of the selecteel private

institutions with ltospitals ($29,131), but 50 percent above those of the public institutions with

hospitals ($15,518). Howard University received pore than twice as much revenue per student as

the competitor institutions ($9,983) and three times more revenue per student than the HBCUs

($7,687). Clearly, Howard University has considerably more resoutres to educate its students

than do the HBCUs and competitor institutions. This may be due to the fact that the HBCU

group, more so than 'any other comparison group, is comprised of small, pxdominantly

undergraduate institutiom which tend to have low revenues and expenditures per FTE

Revenues by category and corresponding budget shares for Howard Univetsity and the

comparison groups are presented in Tables 5 and 5A

11
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TABLE 5

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE

ACADEMIC YEAR l985-88

NOWA=
UNIVERSITY

SELECTED PRIVATE
INSTITUTIONS

WITH NOSPITALS

PUBLIC
INSTITUTIONS

WITH NOSPiTALS

COMPETITOR
INSTITUTIONS

............

NSCUs

TUITION AND FEES $3 $9,115 $2,323 $3,109 52,C .

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 13,230 10 533 26 16

STATE AND LOCAL
APPROPRIATIONS 0 228 7,933 3,932 2,650

FEDERAL GRANTS & CONTRACTS Z6 9,937 2,315 1,635 1,254

STATE & =AL GRANTS &
CORIUM 23 333 370 153 219

PRIVATE GRANTS & CONTRACTS 4,475 850 672 331

ENDOWMENT INCOME 2 5 2,943 157 262 236

SALES AND SERVICES Of ED.
ACTIVITIES 953 2,086 1,038 174 68

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE $23,325 $29,131 $15,518 $9,983 $7,687
.,

TABLE 5A

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE

BUDGET'SHARE
ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

NOWARD
UNIVERSITY

SELECTED PRIVATE
INSTITUTIONS

WITH HOSPITALS

PUBLIC
INSTITUTIONS

WITS HOSPITALS

COMPETITOR
sumtntows

NSCUs

TUITION AND FEES 17.1% TIM 15.0% 31.1% 35.1%

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 65.3 0.0 3.4 0.3 0.2

STATE AND LOCAL
APPROPRIATIONS 0.0 0.8 51.1

V
39.4 34.5

FEDERAL GRANTS & CONTNACTS 8.8 34.1 14 9 16.6 16.3

STATE & LOCAL GRANTS &
CONTRACTS 0.1 1.1 2.4 1.5 - 2.8

PRIVATE GRANTS & CONTRACTS 3.4 15.4 5.5 6.7 7.2

ENDOWMENT INCOME 1.0 10.1 1.0 2.7 3.1

SALES AND SERVICES OF ED.
ACTIVITIES 4.2 7.2 6.7 1.7 0.9

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Althoup a private university, Howard University jeceived comparatively small dollar

amounts and budget shares of revenue per rrE from many of the traditional revenue sources of

private universities. Howard University received considerably las revenue than the selected

private institutions with hospitals frosn several of these sources, including tuition and fees,

Federal grants and contracis, private grants and contracts, and endowment For example, tuition

and fee revenue per FIE at Howard University was $3,999 and accounted for 17 percent of total

revenue, while the selected private institutions with hospitals received $9,115 per FTE, or 31

percent, from this sob= Howard University also received comparatively little revenue (12

percent) from Federal, state, and private grants and contracts, compared to 51 percent among

the selected private institutions with hospitals. Since grants and contracts primartly fund research

projects, differences in the amount of revenue generated by grants and contracts indicate the

degree to which sponsored rmearch activity charactetizes an institution. Clearly, the selected

private institutions with hospitals rely more on research grants and contracts than does Howard

University.

Howard University's revenue pattern is much more similar to that of the public

institutions with hospitals. Both received over half of their revenue from government

appropriations. The main difference is that Federal funds supported Howard University, whereas

the public institutions with hospitals received state appmpriations. This high level of

governmental support to both undoubtedly helps to keep mint" and other student fees low, thus

explaining the low budget shares provided by tuitkin and fee revenues (less than 20.percent) at

public institutions with hospitals and Howard Univetsity. One important difference is that the

public institutions with hospitals, like the selected private institutions with hospitas, received

more revenue per FrE (and a larger budget share) from grants and contracts. Again, this

indicates the research orientation of these institutions.

13
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Clearly, revenue patterns are largely shaped by the public/private status of an institution

or group of institutions. In general, public institutions rely far more on government

appropriati, s than do private institutions. Because the groups of RBCUs and competitor

institutions include both public and pe.*e schools, average revenue figures for these groups do

not adequately reflect the revenue patterns of specific institutions in these groups. For example,

among.the seven private institutions in the HBCU comparison group, only Tuskegee University

.reoeived any state appropriations (5 parent, or $502 per Fr). However, the public HBCUs

received between 50 percent ($3,I52 at Jackson State University) and 83 percent ($9,658 at the

University of the District o Columbia) of total Tevenue from state appropriation& Therefore,

the average state appropriation of 35 percent for all HBCUs masks the difference in revenue

sources for public and private HBCUs. This is true for the competitor institutions, as well.

ratiklIENEIN

Another source of income for many postsecondary institutions is endowment. However,

money received each year thmugh conthbutions to endowments is not considered in calculations

of revenue, since most institutions do not spend the principal of their endowment for current

operating mazes. The funds generated by interest and investment of endowment funds

endowment income--are considered a revenue source. Endowment varies tremendously among

institutions. Clearly, institutions with low endowments receive only modest endowment income.

However, for institutions with large endowments this incometcan comprise a c9mparatively large

portion of total revenues. As seen in Table SA, endowment revenues per FIT at Howard

Univessity were one percent while at the comparison institutions endowment revenues ranged

from one percent of total revenue among public institutions with hospitals to slightly more than

ten percent among selected private institutions with hospitals. The amount of revenue generated

by endowment varied greatly, as well. Howard received $225 per FIT from endowment income;

14
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the group of public institutions with hospitals received the least revenue from this source ($157)

and the selected private institutions with hospitals received the most ($2,943).

The issue of endowments is particularly important to Howard University. As SD incentive

to reduce long-term Federal funding requirements, the Federal government match.- aziowments

to Howard from non-Federal swim. The University can withdraw up Jo one half of the income

earned each year to meet operating costs.

The market value of Howard University's endowment in 1985-136 was $60067 per FTE

This was greater than the endowments at both the HBCUs and the public institutions with

hospitals, and quite similar to the endowment size *mon competitor institutions ($6,499).

However, Howard University's endowment was dwarfed by that of the selected private institutions

with hospitals, whose average endowment was $69,038 per FTE more than eleven tiMes greater.

Table 6 presents the market value of the endowment at Howard University and averages for each

comparison group.

Form4=3
Total expenditures, as would be expected, are roughly equal to genetal education

revenues. They are not identical, however, because othes sources or iacome, such as hospital

revenue and sales from educational activities may compensate for educational and general

expenditures that exceed general education revenue. Exprzditures by category are presented for

Howard University and the comparison groups in Table 7.

Expenditures in this report are computed and presented in two ways: 1) including

research in the total; and 2) excluding research from the total to show money spent on non-

research ecpenditures. Removing research evenditures may provide a better idea of rhe

allocation of student-focused funds. Because research forms such a large budget share in some

institutions, the differences between the two computations can be significant. Tables 7A presents

15
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TABLE 6

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
ENDOWMENT PER FTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1966-86

MAO UNIVERSITY

PUBLIC
tommums
WIROOPITAL$

PUBLIC SCROOLS
WITV ROSPITALS

11111111

COMPETITOR
.SCNOOLS NOCUs

$2,629
MARKET VALUE CW ENDOWMENT AT
IRE ENO OF IRE FISCAL YEAR $6,067 $69,038

REST Copy
AVAILABLE
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TABLE 7

HOWARD UNNERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FIE

ACADEMIC YEAR 11185410

NOMAD
""VERSITY

SELECTED PRIVATE

WITS 1131111TALS

MIMIC

WITS MITALS
COMPETITOR
INSTITUTIONS

" NSCUs

TOTAL ACADEPOC

Iffig.1111M
TOTAL wunsuant

MEMO
5,961

$12,764 =MOM "8029
$3,150

11,632

1,132 ISM=EMI
3,6%

333

2,264

2,925

226

111=1.14,642

Student Services

Institutional Support

Acadsedc IluPPort

1,237

3,715

1,029

1,042

2,427

1,173

492

1,149

970

556

1,194

514

554A

1,243

381

IIIIMaEMINM=SCNOLARSNIPS 1,135 2,904 726MEM
111MillnillEill

1,101

1,051

1,229

111.11=111

EMON 1,332 7,305

CEPUNT OP MAINTENAN,
NANDATORrIE. main 3,092 2,464

HAIM SWIM 1,725 569

TOTAL 1 8 C EXPENDITURES S22,143 $30,645 514,7211 $10,073 $5,408

IIMIIIIIMMITIMTOTAL E & C EXPENOTTURES
LESS RESEANCR 121,511 $23,342

TABLE 7A

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FIE

BUDGET* SHARE (INCLUDING RESEARCH)
ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

SWARD
UNIVERSITY

SELECTED PRIVATE
INSTITUTIONS

WITH HOSPITALS

PUSLIC
INSTITUTIONS

WITH NOSPITALS
COMPETITOR
INSTITUTIONS

mIlCus

11111231111

W.

TOTAL ACADEMIC 41.92 MEIN
38.0

3.7

MIESEIMIENZAME

44.62

MillE111111111
40.04

22.5

Instruction

Libraries

38.5

3.4

TOTAL ADMININTENTIVE 26.2

Student Services

Instftutionai Support

Academic lisswart

5.4

16.3

4.5

3.4

7.9

3.8 Ell
5.5

11.9

5.1

7.0

14.5

4.5

SCNOLANSUIP$ 110111501.11 9.5 IMMUIEll 10.4 16.0

ammo 5.8IIIMIIEMMMIEIIIHIIM
1.11131=111.110.111111111ZEIMOMEMINIMENINI

imox

23.8

Ix.=

1111105.1.11

imat

12.2

100.0%

5.0

100.0%

PlerATCartiva!laria

PUSLIC SERVICE

MAL E & C expeorms

TOTAL E & C EXPENDITURES
LESS REsEANCN

111111111
- -
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budget shares for Howard University and e id of the comparison gmups using total expenditures

including research. Table 78 calculates budget shares using total expenditures .excluding

=search.

Howard University's total expenditures (including research), at '2,843 per FM, placed it

between the public institutions with hospitab ($14,728) and the selected private institutions with

hospitals ($30,648). However, with research removed, Howard University's expenditures resemble

those of the selected private institutions with hospitals. &eluding =search, Howard University

spent $21,511 per FTE, while the selected private institution: with hospitals spent =4342 and

public institudons with hospitals, $12,413. These figures also indicate that Howard University did

not spend as much on research as did either the selected private institutions with hospitals or the

public institutions with hospitals. Howmt University spent ont, sk percent ($1,332) of its per

FTE expenditures on research, compared to 24 percent ($7,305) dedicated to research among the

selected private institutions with hovitals and 16 peicent ($2,315) among the public institutions
!PM

with hospitals. Howard University did spend wore money on research than the average

competitor institution ($1,229 Der FTE), though this comptuison group spent a considerably

larger budget share (12 percent) on research. The HBCLis, Ai average, spent less in terms of

both dollars and budget share on research (5 percent, or $423 per FTE) than did Hove'', i

Univrrsity.

Of s.0 comparison gmups, the selected private institudoil with hospitals provided the

most funding to research in terms of both dollars (S7,3( e IF17) and budget share

(24 percent). In fact, each of the selected private institutions with hospitals allocated a targer

budget share and more money for research per FTE than did Howard University (six percent and

$1,332). Research expenditures ranged tram 12 percent ($1,794) at Tulane, to 38 percent

($17,486) at Stanford. Of the 11 peer institutions, eight :pent 20 percent or more of their
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TABLE 7B

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FM

BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH)
ACAMMIC YEAR 1985-06

NONARD
UNIVERSITY

SELECTED PRIVATE
INSTITUTICle

WM NOSPITALS

'MIMIC
INSTITUTIONS

MN NOSPITALS
COMPETITOR

INSTITUTIONS
WM*

TOTAL WM=

118011.
TOTAL ADNINISTUTIVE

44.5%

40.9

3 .6

scrx

MillINEMENN
1111112111111

52.9%

21.0

45.6%

25.6

39.4%

IMIMOMETA

St4dent Services 5.8 4.5 4.0 6.3 7.4

Institutional Support 17-3 10.4 9.3 13.5 15.6

Academic Support 4.8 5.0 7.8 5.8 4.8

SCNOLARSNIPS
11111M111111112301111111.21111111111612111111111131111

RESERO
111111111.1111111111111=1111111111111111111111111111

PUNT OP., MAINTENANCE,
MANDATORY ED. TRANSFER

NIEMI
10.5 EMI 12.1

PUNLIC SERVICE Le
IMIEEIIIIMIIIIIEIIINIMIIIIUEIIIIIIIESINIII

TOTAL f & C EXPENDITURES -

TOTAL E & 4 EXPENDITURES
LESS RESEARCS 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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expenditures on research and nine spent more than $4,000 per nE on research. (See Tables .

A7.1 and A7.3 in the Appendix.)

Even the public institutions with hospiuils, with a significantly smaller budget, spent

ilMOSt twic 't much on research ($2,315 per FrE, or 16 percent) as Howard University. All 11

institutions within this group spent a larger budget share (though not necessarily more money)

on reseatch. Research expenditures ranged from 8 percent ($922) at Temple Univetsity to 22

percent ($4,852) at the Univetsity of Alabama at Bilmingham. (See Tables A13.1 and A133 in

the Appendix.)

Although Howard University spent more than the average competitor institution on

research, sevecal large public research universities in this comparison group spent considerably

more money per FrE on research than did Howard University. These institutions include the

University of IvEchigan at Ann Arbor (25 penvot, or $4,533), the University of Maryland at

College Park (22 percent, or $2,104), Mehigan State University (20 percent, or $2,243), the

University of Virginia; (19 percent, or $2,716), and Rutgers University (14 percent, or $1,345).

(See Tables A15.1 and A15.3 in the Appendix.)

Among the HBCUs, only Tuskegee University, North Carolina A & T, and Florida A &

M spent a larger budget share of total expendinares on research, though none spent more money

vet FTE on research than did Howard. (See Tables A9.3 apd A11.3 in the Appendix.)

In the remainder of this section, ecpenditure budget shares are reported,using total

expenditures less research as a base, unless othenvise noted. As explained earlier, removing the

=earth category from total expenditures essentially limits expenditures to those spent on

student-focused activities. Dollar amounts spent in each category are also reported and are not

changed by the method of calculating budget shares. (Budget shares using total expenditures

including research as a base are included in Table 7k)
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Like all comparison groups, Howard University spent the largest share of its budget (45

percent) on academic costs, Le., instruction (primarily faculty salaries) and binaries. The

comparison group closest to Howard University in terms of budget ahare allocated to academic

costs is the competitor institutions, which spent 46 pe. of total expenditures less research on

academic matte's. The selected private institutions with hospitals and public institutions with

hospiials groups spent larger budget shares (55 percent and 53 percem, respectively) and the

HBCUs spent a smaller budget share (39 percent) in this category. However, in terms of dollars

spent on academic expenditures, Howard Universk ranked below the selected private institutions

with hospitals but above all other comparison groups. Howard University spent $9,579 per FTE

on academic matters, approximately 25 percent less than the selected private institutions with

hospitals ($12,764) but 46 percent more than the public institutions with hospitals ($6,562).

The comparatively low expenditures for academic purposes among HBCUs ($3,150 per

FIE) may be partly explained by the fact that these institutions tend to be small, primarily

undergraduate institutions. As such, they have little demand for such costly expenditures as

graduate and professional school faculty (who tend to be the highest paid), extensive research

library holdings, and other academic-products and services that are more characteristic of large

research universities.

Another large expenditure category for most postsecondazy institutions is administration.

Howard University spent substantially more for total administrative expenses than any other type

of institution. Howard University spent $5,981 per "grE (713 percent) on administrative costs;

selected private institutions with hospitals ranked second in total dollars spent on administration

at $4,642 per Fit (20 percent). Ail other comparison groups spent less than half as much

money on administrative expenditures as did Howard University. Total administrative costs are

comprised of three subcategories: academic support refers to expenditures for support services
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such as academic computin& ancillary support and academie administration; institutional support

refers to expenditures for the day-to4lay operation of the institution, such as executive direction

and planning, and legal and fiscal opexations; student services includes funds expended for

various direct services to students such as admissions, career guidance, counseling, financial aid,

and student health service. The difference between administrative espenditures at Howard

University and the comparison institutions is primarily the result of instItutional support

expenditures where Howard University spent from 1.5 to 3 times more than the comparison

gioups.

There art several possille reasons why Howard University's administrative expenditure&

are higher than those of the comparison groups. For example, Howard University could be

spending more on administrative salaries than the comparison groups, or they could be providing

additional sexvices. In addition, it is possible that schools that spend considerable amounts of

money on reseani) may report some administrative costs associated with research as research

expendituros rather than administrative. It is also posale that some administrative costs at

public universities are pot included in the specific institution's budget but are provided through a

central state administrative office. A fourth possthility is that Howard University mistakenly

classified certain types of expenditures as administrative that sholild have been included

elsewhere, as was the case in the past. (GAO, 1982, "Use of Federally Appropriated Funds by

Howard University for Administrative Expenses?) Howard Uthrrsity has improved its reporting

procedures since this study was released. Also, we do not know whether other institutions are

reporting their data in a similar manner. Future Department of Education analyses of Howard

University will examine these issues in more detail.

Howard University's expenditures in two other categoties are worth mention. Howard

spent significantly more for plant operation and maintenance (14 percent) than any of the
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comparison groups. At $3,092 per FIE, Howard University spent 12 times more than the

selected private institutions with hospitals and more than twice as much as each of the other

groups on plant operation and maintenance. Howard University also spent more than any of the

-nher groups on public service. In fact, Howard University spent from 2.1 to 63 times more than

the comparison groups for public setvice.

EmearjbuysiMan

According to College Board data, Howard University had slightly under 1,200 full-time

faculty in 1988-89. Of these full-time faculty, 78 percent had Ph.Ds. Howard University also

employed approximately 700 pan-time faculty in that academic year. The overall student (FTE)

to full-time faculty ratio was 8.2 to one. These factots are examined for the four comparison

groups in Table 8.

The proportion of full-time faculty with Ph.ns at Howard University was comparab e to

the public universities with hospitals, and considerably higher than both the competitor

institutions and the 1-3:13CUs. The average percentage of Ph.Ds among full-time faculty for the

selected private institu!ions with hospitals was exceptionally high, 97 percent.

Howard University employed a significantly higher percentage of part-time faculty than

the four comparison groups. Of the 1,877 faculty members at Howard University, 703, or 37

percent, worked part-time. In contrast, not more than 22 percent of the faculty in any of the

comparison groups worked part-time. It is not possible to deteynine from these.' data bow

Howard University used these part-time faculty, although future Department of Education

analyses will examine this issue in greater detail.

Without consideration of these part-time faculty, Howard University had a lower ratio of

FTE students to full-time faculty than any of the comparison groups. Whereas there were 8.2

students to every full-time faculty member at Howard University, the selected private institutions
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TABLE 8

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS

Number of
Full-Time

Howard
.gohfflgib

Selected Private
Viikth IMO

Public
ECLUSIMBO

Competitor
Schools HEPUs

Faculty 1174 1160 1630 996 276

Percent of
Full-Time
Faculty with
Ph.Ds 78% 97% 78% 67% 57%

Number of
Part-Time
Faculty 703 462 464 196 76

Percent
Part-Time
Faaulty 37% 19% 22% 19% 22%

Ratio of FTE
Students to
Full-Time Faculty 82 .8.7 11.4 12.8 15.1

SOURCE: 1988-89 College Board's Annual Survey of Colleges.
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with hospitals had a ratio of 8.7 to 1, and all three other groups had ratios that =weeded 11

to 1.

The distribution of faculty by rank indicates that Howard University has a lower

percentage of full professors and a higher proportion of instructors than either selected r. vate

institutions with hospitals or public institutions with hospitals. Indeed, almost half of all full--

time faculty at the selected private institutions with hospitals were full professors in 1987-88,

compared to less than a third at this rank at Howard University. Because several of the HBCUs

did not participate in the 198748 AAUP survey, we are not able to present data for competitor

institutions or the HBCUs.

At all ranks except instructor, the average compensationsalary and benefitsof Howard

University faculty fell substantially below that of faculty in selected private institutions with

hospitals and slightly below that of faculty in public institutions with hospitals. The average

compensation at each faculty rank (except instructor) was highest at the selected private

institutions with hospitals, followed by public institutions with hospitals and then Howard

University. Instructors also earned most at the selected private institutions with hospitals, but

earned more at Howard University than at public institutions with hospitals. The average full

professor teaching at the selected private institutions with hospitals received almost $75,000 in

compensation for the 1967-88 academic year, while the average full professor at Howati

University received approximately $56,0(X). Table 9 presents tgefompensation ahd distribution of

full-time faculty at Howard University, the selected private institutions with hospitals, and the

public institutions with hospitals.

Furthermore, within the group of selected private institutions with hospitals, the average

compensation of full professors was higher at every institution than at Howard University.

Average full professor compensation in this group ranged from $64,800 at Tulane University to
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TABLE 9

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
COMPENSATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF FULL-TIME FACULTY

Selected Mate Public institutions

bingleadtfilAti IMMICIDLAII-WERM 11.11LitgiRtigi

Full Professor $56,300 (30%) $74,800 (48%) $57,400 (37%)

Associate Professor 42,600 (37%) 62,000 (24%) 43,900 (34%)

Assistant Professor 35,500 (24%) 41,700 (25%) 37,400 (25%)

Instructors 29,900 (9%) 33,200 (3%) 28,800 (4%)

SOURCE: 1987-68 American Association of University Professe;3 (AAUP) Annual Report on the
Economic Status of the Profession.
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$84,300 at Stanford. Similarly, the average compensation of associate and assistant professors

was higher in all of the private institutians with hospitals than at Howard University. (S= Table

16 in the Appendix for individual school averages of the selected private institutions with

hospitals.)

The average compensadon of faculty at Howard Univelsity was very similar to that of

faculty in public institutions with hospitals. In fact, the differences at all ranks were within

=000. For example, the average salary for full professors at Howard University was $56,300,

compared to an average of S57,400 for full professors at public institutions with hospitals.

.4. However, five of the 12 schools in this comparison group paid full professors less than Howard

University. In fact, when comparing Howard University to schools in the group of public

institutions with hospitals, Howard University appears situated near the middle. The University

of California at Irvine paid full professors the highest salary at $71,900, while full professors at

the University of North Dakota (Grand Forks) earned the least at $43,700. Only instructors

received higher salaries, on average, at Howard University ($29,900) than among the group of

public institutions with hospitals ($28,800); but here, again, the difference was smalL (See Table

17 in the Appendix for individual school averages of the public insthutions with hospitals.)

lkoksism

Howard Unimsity received income in much the sam& manner as public- institutions with

hospitals, but spent almost as much on non-research elpenses as large private institutions. It

spent substantially less on research than did the selected private institutiou with hospitals or the

public institutions with hospitals. Further, although au HBCU, Howard University's fiscal data

reveal more striking similarities with the selected private institutions with hospitals and public

institutions with hospitals than with ILSCUs or competitor institutions. Its faculty appear more



similar to those in public institutions with hospitals in terms of Warier and the proportion with

doctorate degrees, but closer to the seketed private institutions with hospitals in tenns of

studentifactifty ratio.

The following major findings erge from our fiscal analyses:

BMIgi
Both Howard Univendty and public institutions with hospitals received over 50
percent of their menu= from government sources:

Howard Univessity teceived almost two-thirds (65 percent) of its revenues
from Fedeml appropriation'.

Public institutions with hospitals received about half (51 percent) of their
revenues from state appropriations.'

Howard's revenue sources are different from the selected private institutions with
hospitals which received twice as much income from tuition and fees and four
times as much rennue from Federal grams and contracts, private grants and
contracts, and endowment&

Howard University received substantially more money than public institutioas with
hospitalc.(523,325 v. $15,518 per Ffh), and was able to we those public dollars to
operate like a large private university.

Howard University received more than twice as much revenue as the competitor
institutions and three times more than the HBCUs.

The market value of Howard University's endowment was greater than the
endowments at both the public institutions with hospitals and HBCUs and quite
similar to the endowment of the competitor iivitutions. However, the
endowment of the selectai private institutions with hospitals was'more than eleven
times larger than Howard University's endowmoot.

Howard Univetsity spent from nvo to three times as much per student as did the
competitor institutions and the HBCUs.

Howard University spent substantially more, 55,981 per FIE (28 percent of total
expenditures less research), for administrative expenses than any other type of
institution. Other typo of institutions averaged between $2,212 (28 percent) and
S4,642 (20 percent) per FIE.
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.With respect to research cependitures, Howard University spent considerably len
than the selected private institutions with hospitals and the public institutions with
hospital; but more than the HBCUs. Research espendkures comprise six percent
($1,332 per FTE) of Howard University's total expenditures. The group of
competitor institutions is closest to Howard University in the amount spent on
research ($1,2a9 per FTE), though the average competitor institution allocated a
larger budget share (12 percent) than Howard University for research.

Easulzgesumuatke

. Over three quarters of all full-time faculty at Howard University had PhDs in
1988-89. This proportion was comparable to the average for publis institutions
with hospitals and exceeded the average for both the competitor institutions and
HBCUs but was 24 percent below the average for selected private institutions with
hospitals.

. The ratio of FTE students to full-time faculty at Howard University was lower
than any of the four comparison gmups.

. Howard University's combination of salaries and benefits was lower than selected
private institutions with hospitals at all faculty ranks but comparable to public
institutions with hospitals.
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Unless othe.rwise indicated, data reported in Appendix tables are taken from the Higher

Education General Information Survey (REGIS).
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TABLE Al

RANKING OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE

Tuition
and Fere

Fed,
Appropriations

Stat.
and Local

Appropiations

Fed.
Grant* and
Contracts

Sudo
and Local
Grants and
Contracts

Pdvate
Grants and
Contracts

Endowment
Income

Sales and
&micas at

Ed Act.
General Ed.

Rovotwo

I I-' i. 9115 Howard 15230 Public 8271 Sal. Pri. 9937 Public 367 Sal. Prl. 4478 Sal. Psi. "343 Sal. Pn. 2086 Sal. Pn. 29131

Howard 3999 Public 586 Comp. 3932 Public 2435 Sal. Pri. 335 Public 881 Corm,. 262 Public 1131 Howard 23325

Comp. 3109 Comp. 26 HBCLis 3094 Howard 2060 HBCUs 281 Howard 797 HcNard 225 Howard 983 Public 15951

HSCUs 2276 Sei Fri 10 Sal. Prl. 228 Comp. 1. Comp 155 Comp. 672 Public 146 Comp. 174 Camp 9983

Public 2111 HBCUs 0 Howard 0 HOCUs 1073 Howard 123 H8CU 487 HSCUs 111 H8CUs 69 HECUs 7396

I 4 1 ....._ ...._._. ,..,.___.
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TABLE A2

RANKING OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE

BUDGET SHARE

Slats Fad.
Tuition Fed. and Local Grants and

and Fees Appropriations APProPriations Contracts
% %

State
and Local

Grants and
Contracts

Prtvats
Grants and
Contracts

Endownmert
Immo

Seim and
Services cA

Ed. Act.

Sal Pri.

Camp.

Hk.3CUs

Howard

Public

43

31.3 Howard 65.3 Public 51.9 Sel. Pri. 34.1 HBCUs 3.8 Sel. Pri, 15.4 Sel. Pri. 10.1

31 1 Public 3 7 HBOUs 41.6 Comp. 16 6 Public 2.4 Comp. 6,7 Comp. 2 7

30 8 Comp. 0.3 Comp. 39.4 Pubi c 15.3 Comp. 1,5 H8CUs 6.6 Howard 2 3

17.1 Set Pri 0.0 Sel, Ph. 0.8 HE3CUs 14.6 Sal. Pd. 1.1 Public 5.6 H8C1Ja 1 5

13 2 HBCUs 0.0 Howard 0.0 Howard 8.8 Howard 0.1 Howard 3.4 Howard 1.0

Sal, Pri. 7.2

Public 7 1

Howard 4.2

Comp 1 7

HSCUs 0.9
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TABLE A3

RANKING OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER Fit

Total
Academic

Total
Admin Scholarships Research

Plant
OP Ma Int.,
Mandatory

ED. Transier
Public

Seivice

Set. Pri. 12764 Howard 5981 Sel. Pri. 2904 Sel. Pri. 7305 Howard 3092 Howard 1725

Howard 9579 Sal. Pri. 4642 HBCUs 1403 Public 2454 Sel. Pri. 2464 Public 1178

Public 6717 Public 2597 Howard 1135 Howard 1332 Public 1412 Sol. Pri. 569

Comp 4029 Comp. 2264 Comp. 1051 Comp. 1229 Cornp. 1159 HE3CUs 367

HE3Clis 3145 HOCUs 2024 Public 708 HBCUs 301 HOCUs 864 Comp. 343

Total E&G Less
E&G Expend. Research

Sal, Pri 30648 Sel. Pri. 23342

Howard 22E343 Howard 21511

Putd!ic 15067 Public 12613

Comp. 10073 Comp. 8844

HOCUs 8123 HRCUs 7822

4 5



TABLE A4

RANKING OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE

BUDGET SHARE (inckiding research)

Plant
OP Maint.,

Total Total Mandatory Public
Academic Admin Scholarships Research ED. Transfer Service

Public 44.6 Howard 26 2 HEICUs 17.3 Sel. Pri. 239 Koward 13.5 Howard 7.6

Howard 41.9 HECUs 24,9 Comp. 10.4 Public 16.3 Comp. 11.6 Public 7 3

Sal Ph 41.6 Comp. 22 5 Sel. Ph. 9 5 Comp. 12.2 HBCUs 10.9 HBCUs 4.5

Comp 40 0 Public 172 Howard 4.9 Howard 5.8 Public 9.3 Comp. 3 4

FiBCUs 38.7 Sel, Ph 15 1 Public 4 7 HBCUs 3.7 Bel. Pit. 8.1 Set. Pri. 1 9



TABLE AS

RANKING OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE

BUDGET SHARE (excluding research)

Plant
OP Maint.,

Total Total Mandatoty Public
Academic Admin Scholarships Research ED, Transfer Service

Sel. Pr,, 54.7 Howard 27.8 HECUs 17.9 Howard 14.4 Public 9 3

Public 53.3 HESCUs 25.9 Sal. Pri. 12.4 Comp. 13.1 Howard 8 0

Comp 45 6 Comp. 25.6 Comp. 11.9 NIA HE3CUs 11.3 HEICUs 4 7

Howard 44 5 Public 20.6 Public 5.6 Public 11.2 Comp 3 9

H6Clis 40 2 Sal Pri. 19.9 Howard 5.3 Sel. Pri. 10.5 Set. Pri. 2 4

4 5



TABLE A6.I

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS wITH HOSPITALS

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE

HOWARD CASE WESTERN CHICAGO DUKE VIORY GEOROET0%.

TUITION 4 FEES 17.: 36.0 30.4 35.1 30.8 62.

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 65.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 O.(

STATE & LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 0.0 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,1

FEDERAL GRANTS & CONTRACTS 8.9 33.3 28.8 37.5 21.3 18.'

STATE, LOC GRANTS & CONTRACTS 0.1 1.3 0.5 1.5 1.1 0.(

PRIVATE GRANTS & CONTRACTS 3.4 14.2 14.5 19.6 16.6 14.,

ENDOWMENT INCOME 1.0 10.6 12.4 5.5 20.6

SALES & SERVICES 4.2 0.0 13.3 0.8 9.6 1.

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.

JOHNS HOPKINS ROCHESTER STANFORD TULANE VANDERBILT V.!

TUITION & FEES 20.8 31.0 22.1 56.1 34.5 25.

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1

STATE I LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 1.5 2,1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.$

FEDERAL GRANTS G CONTRACTS 43.3 35.5 50.3 30.2 23.4 31.

STAIE, LOC GRANTS & CONTRACTS 1.4 2.8 0.0 0.8 1.1 I.t

PRIVATE GRANTS & CONIRACIS 26.5 9.8 :4.6 6.8 9.6 13.2

ENDOWMENT INCOME 6.3 11.1 8.6 5.6 11.6 11.'

SALES I. SERVICES 0.0 7.6 4.5 0.0 19.8 16,

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.
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TABLE A6.2: 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITN HOSPITALS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

TUITION

6 FEES

FEDERAL

APPROPRIATIONS

STATI,LOCAL

APPROPRIATIONS

CHICAGO S11.191 HOWARD $13,230 CASE WESTERN $1,097

GEORGETNN 11,095 JOHNS HOPKINS 107 JOHNS HOPKINS 714

JOHNS HOPKINS 9,890 STANFORD 0 ROCHESTER 636

STANFORD 9,885 ROCHESTER 0 TULARE 65

YALE 9,496 YALE 0 YALE 0

RCCHESTER 9,283 VANDERBILT 0 VANDERBILT 0

TULARE 8,593 TULARE 0 STANFORD 0

CASE WESTERN 8,532 CHICAGO 0 CHICAGO 0

EMORY 8,470 CASE WESTERN 0 HOWARD 0

VANDERBILT 8,326 DUKE 0 DUKE 0

DUKE 5,499 GEORGETOWN 0 acurrow 0

HOWARD 3,999 EMORY 0 EMORY 0

BUDGET SHARE

TUITION FEDERAL STATE L LOCAL

1. FEES APPROPRIATIONS APPROPRIATIONS

GEORGETOWN 62.3 HOWARD 65.3 CASE WESTERN 4.6

TULANE 56.1 JOHNS HOPKINS 0.2 ROCHESTER 2.1

CASE WESTERN 36.0 STANFORD 0.0 JOHNS HOPKINS 1.5

DUKE 35.1 ROCHESTER 0.0 TULANE 0.4

VANDERBILT 34.5 YALE 0.0 YALE 0.0

ROCHESTER 31.0 VANDERBILT 0.0 VANDERBILT 0.0

EMORY 30.8 TULANE 0.0 STANFORD 0.0

CHICAGO 30.4 CHICAGO 0.0 CHICAGO 0.0

YALE 25.5 CASE WESTERN 0.0 HOWARD 0,0

STANFORD 22.1 DUKE 0.0 DUKE 0.0

JOHNS 1:0PKINS 20.8 GEORGETOWN 0.0 GEORGETOWN 0.0

HOWARD 17.1 EMORY 0.0 EMORY 0.0

5 2



TABLE A6.11 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTU PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITS HOSPITALS, RAYEED

DOLLARS ?ER FTE

FEDERAL

GRANTS i CONTRACTS

sTATT,LOCAL

GRANTS i CONTRACTS

PRIVATE

GRANTS,CONTRACTS

STANFORD 522,501 ROCHESTER S823 JOHNS HOPKINS 5:2.631

JOHNS HOPK:NS 20.616 JOHNS HOPKINS 672 STANFORD

YALE 11,819 YALE 652 CHICAGO 5,340

ROCHESTER 10,635 EMORY 311 YALE 4,940

CHICAGO 10.605 CASE WESTERN 296 EmORY 4,572

CASE wESTERN 7,881 VANDERBILT 264 CASE WESTERN 3,371

DUKE 5,881 DUKE 236 DUKE 3,076

EMORY 5,862 CHICAGO 198 ROCHESTER 2,936

VANDERBILT 5,637 TULANE 126 GEOBOETCW 2,502

TULARE 4,627 GEORGETOWN 103 VANDERBILT 2,327

GEORGETOwN 3,240 HOWARD 23 MANE 1,048

HOWARD 2,066 STANFORD 0 HOwARD 798

BUDGET SHARE

FEDERAL STATE & LOCAL PRIVATE

GRANTS,CONTRACTS GRANTS,COKTRACTS GRANTS,CONTUCTS

STANFORD 50.3 ROCHESTER 2.8 JOHNS HOPKINS 26.5

JOHNS HOPKINS 43.3 YALE i.8 DUKE 19.6

DUKE 37.5 DUKE 1.5 EMORY 16.6

ROCHESTER 35.5 JOHNS HOPKINS 1.4 STANFORD 14.6

CASE WESTERN 33.3 CASE WESTERN :.3 CHICAGO 14.5

YALE 31.8 EMORY :,! CASE WESTERN 14.2

TULANE 30.2 VANDERBILT 1.1 GEOROETCVN 14.0

CHICAGO 28.8 TULANE 0.8 YALE 13.3

vANDERBILT 23.4 GEORGETOwN 0.6 ROCHESTER 9.8

EhORY 21.3 CHICAGO 0.5 VANDERBILT 9.6

GEORGETOwN 18.2 HOWARD 0.: TULANE 6.8

HOWARD 8.9 STANFORD c.0 HOWARD 3.4



TABLE A6.2. 1985.86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FIT

ENDOWMENT

INCOME

SALES 4

SERVICES

GENERAL EDUCA:ION

REvuur

EMORY 55.653 YALE 56,008 JOHNS HOPKINS s47,648

CHICAGO 4,565 CHICAGO 4.888 STANFORD 44,763

YALE 4,291 VANDERBILT 4,780 YALE 37,206

STANFORD 3,849 EMORY 2,630 CHICAGO 36,787

ROCHESTER 3,335 ROCHESTER 2,264 ROCHES= 29,916

JOHNS HOPKINS 3,018 STANFORD 2,011 EMORY 27,498

VANDERBILT 2,797 HOWARD 983 VANDERBILT 24,131

WE WESTERN 2,499 GEORGETOWN 234 CASE WESTERN 23,675

MANE 862 DUKE 133 HOWARD 23,325

DUKE 861 CASE WESTERN 0 GEORGETOWN 17,813

GEORGETOWN 638 JOHNS HOPKINS 0 DUKE 11,686

HOWARD 225 TULANE 0 MANE 15,321

BUDGET SHARE

ENDOWMENT SALES 4

INCOME SERVICES

EMORY 20.6 VANDERBILT 19.8

CHICAGO 12.4 YALE 16.1

VANDERBILT 11.6 CHICAGO 13.3

YALE 11.5 EMORY 9.6

ROCHESTER 11.1 ROCHESTER 7.6

CASE WESTERN 10.6 STANFORD 4.5

STANFORD 8.6 HOWARD 4.2

JOHNS HOPKINS 6.3 GEORGETOWN 1.3

TULANE 5.6 DUKE 0.8

DUKE 5.5 CASE WESTERN 0.0

GEORGETOwN 3.6 JOHNS HOPKINS 0.0

HOWARD 1.0 TULANE 0.0
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TABLE 47.1

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITE HOSPITALS

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-$6

BUDGET SHARE (INCLUDING RESEARCH)

HOWARD CASE WESTERN CHICAGO DUKE DIORY GEORGETOWN

ACADEMIC - tar/a. 41.9 38.3 53.4 41.6 37.1 45.3

- INSTRUCTION 38.5 35.2 49.5 36.9 34.1 40.9

- LIBRARIES 3.4 3.1 3.9 4.7 2.9 4.4

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 26.2 20.3 11.3 10.8 17.1 24.0

STUDENT SERVICES 5.4 2.7 2.0 :(.3 5.4 6.9

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 16.3 7.7 8.4 4.4 7.3 9.1

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 4.5 10.0 0.9 3.2 4.3 8.0

SCHOLARSHIP 5.0 9.1 8.3 11.0 11.5 7.9

RESEARCH 5.6 22.4 18.8 22.0 26.4 15.1

PUBLIC SERVICE - 7.6 0.0 0.0 5.7 0.6 0.0

PLANT OP1MAINTIMAND ED TUN 13.5 9.8 8.3 8.9 7.5 7.7

TOTAL ZIG EXPENDITURES 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

JOHNS HOPKINS ROCHESTER STANFORD TULANE VANDERBILT YALE

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 51.7 35.3 29.4 46.1 30.8 43.1

- INSTRUCTION 49.5 32.3 24.7 41.7 26.3 38.8

- LIBRARIES 2.3 3.0 4.7 4.4 4.5 4.2

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 11.1 15.4 15.9 16.3 14.8 16.6

- STUDENT SERVICES 1.8 4.7 3.0 4.8 2.9 3.7

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPOR: 8.2 7.5 8.6 11.5 6.3 7.9

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 1.2 3.2 4.3 0.0 5.6 4.9

SCHOLARSHIP 7.3 11.7 8.4 13.3 8.7 11.1

RESEARCH 22.8 29.0 38.3 11.6 21.2 19.7

PUPLIC SERVICE 0.0 0.0 0.9 3.0 18.4 0.0

FLANT OP/MAINT/MAND E) TRAN 6.9 8.6 7.1 9.7 6.1 9.6

TOTAL EiC EXPENDITURES 100.0 100 0 800.0 100.0 100.0 100.0



1

TASLE A7.7

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER rrE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH)

HOWARD CASE WESTERN CHICAGO DUKE EMORY GEORGETOWN

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 44.5 49_4 65.7 53.3 50.3 53.4

- INSTRIXTION 40.9 45.3 60.9 47.3 46.4 48.2

- LIBRARIES 3.6 4.1 4.8 6.0 4.0 5.2

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 27.8 26.2 13.9 13.9 23.2 28.3

. STUDENT SERVICES 5.8 3.4 2.5 4.2 7.4 8.1

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 17.3 9.9 10.4 5.6 9.9 10.8

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 4.8 12.8 1.1 4.1 5.9 9.4

SCHOLARSHIP 5.3 11.7 10.2 14.1 15.6 9.3

RESEARCH 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

PUBLIC SERVICE , 8.0 0.0 0.0 7.3 0.8 0.0

PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND iD TRAN 14.4 12.7 10.2 11.4 10.1 9.1

TOTAL EiC EX? LESS RESEARCH 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

JOHNS HOPKINS ROCHESTER STANFORD MANE VANDERBILT YAS

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 67.1 49.1 47.7 52.2 39.1 53. E

- INSTRUCTION 64.1 45.4 40.0 47.2 33.4 48.,

- LIBRARIES 3.0 4.3 7.7 5.0 5.7 5.

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 14.4 21.7 25.8 18.4 18.8 20.e

- STUDENT SERVICES 2.3 6.7 4.8 5.4 3.7 4.7

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 10.6 10.5 13.9 13.0 7.9 9.E

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 1.5 4.5 7.0 0.0 7.1 6.1'

SCHOLARSHIP 9.5 16.5 13.6 15.1 11.0 13.t

RESEARCH 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.

PUBLIC SERVICE 0.0 0.0 :.5 3.4 23.4 0.
PLANT OP/KAINT/MAND ED TRAN 9.0 ,2.1 11.4 10.9 7.7 11.'

TOTAL ELC EXP LESS RESk.ARCH 100.0 100.0 :VQ.0 100.0 100.0 100.'
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TABLE A7.3: :985.86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

JOHNS HOPKINS S30,274 JOHNS HOPKINS $28,938 STANFORD $2,159

CHICAGO 18,981 CHICAGO 17,593 YALE 1,701

YALE 17,286 YALE 15,585 CHICAGO 1,388

STANFORD 13,408 STANFORD 11,249 JOHNS HOPKINS 1,33z

ROCHESTER 10,887 ROCHESTER 9,947 VANDERBILT 1,002

CASE WESTERN 9,623 EMORY 8,852 ROCHESTER 939

EMORY 9,610 CASE wISTERN 8,834 DUtE 885

HOWARD 9,579 HCCAID 8,798 GEORGETOWN 817

GEoRGrrow 8,427 GEORGETOWN 7,610 CASE WESTERN 789

DUKE 7,859 DUKE 6,974 HOWARD 781

TULANE 7,155 MANE 6,456 EMORY 758

VANDERBILT 6,919 VANDERBILT 5,917 MANE 680

BUDGET SHARE -- RESEARCH INCLUDED

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

CHICAGO 53.4 CHICAGO 49.5 STANFORD 4.7

JOHNS HOPKINS 51.7 JOHNS HOPKINS 49.5 DVILE 4.7

TUIANE 46.1 TULANE 41.7 VANDERBILT 4.5

GEORGETOWN 45.3 GEORGETOWN 40.9 TULANE 4.4

YALE 43.1 YALE 38.8 GEORGETOWN 4.4

HOWARD 41.9 HOWARD 38.5 YALE 4.2

DUKE 41.6 DUKE 36.9 CHICAGO 3.9

CASE WESTERN 38.3 CASE WESTERN 35.2 HOWARD 3.4

EMORY 37.1 EMORY 34.1 CASE WESTERN 3.1

ROCHESTER 35.3 ROCHESTER 32.3 ROCHESTER 3.0

VANDERBILT 30.8 VANDERBILT 26.3 EMORY 2.9

STANFORD 29.4 STANFORD 24.7 JOHNS HOPKINS 2.3

BUDGET SHARE -- RESEARCH EXCLUDED

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

JOHNS HOPKINS 67.1 JOHNS HOPKINS 64.1 STANFORD 7.7

U OF CHICAGO 65.7 U OF CHICAGO 60.9 DUKE 6.0

YALE 53.6 YALE 48.4 VANDERBILT 5.7

GEORGETOWN 53,4 GEORGETOWN 48.2 YALE 5.3

DUKE 53.3 DUKE 47.3 GEORGETOVN 5.2

TULARE 52.2 TULANE 47.2 TULANE 5.0

EMORY 50.3 EMORY 46.4 U OF CHICAGO 4.8

U OE ROCHESTER 49.7 U OF ROCHESTER 45.4 U OF ROCHESTER 4.3

CASE WEST. RES. 49.4 CASE WEST. RES. 45.3 CASE uEST. RES. 4.1

STANFORD 47,7 HOWARD 40.9 EMORY 4.0

HOWARD 44.5 STANFORD 40.0 HOWARD 3.6

VANDERBILT 39.i VANDERBILT 33.4 JOHNS HOPKINS 3.0



TABLE A7.1: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

ToTAL STUDENT INSTITUTIONAL

ADMINISTRATIVE SERvICES SUPPORT

ACADEM'

SUPPO1

STANFORD 57,248 YALE $1.500 JOHNS HOPKINS S4,778 CASE WESTERN S2,4,

YALE 6,645 ROCHESTER 1.46; STANFORD 3,916 YALE 1,9,

JOHNS HOPKINS 6,510 EMORY 1,411 HOWARD 3,715 STANFORD 1,91

HOWARD 5,981 STANFORD 1,362 YALE 1,159 GEORGETINN 1,4f

CASE WEsTERN 5,107 GEORGETOWN 1,283 CHICAGO 2,999 VANDERBILT 1,2:

ROCHESTER 4,751 HOWARD 1,237 ROCHESTER 2,308 EMORY 1,1

GEORGETOWN 4,468 JOHNS HOPKINS 1,038 CASE WESTERN 1,935 HOWARD 1,0'

EMORY 4,422 TULANE 744 EMORY 1,387 ROCHESTE1 9,

CHICAGO 4,020 CHICAGO 716 TULANI 1,772 JOHNS HOPKINS

VANDERBILT 3,122 CASE WESTERN 670 GEORGETOWN 1,700 DUKE 6

TULARE 2,516 VANDERBILT 659 VANDERBILT 1,407 CHICAGO 3

DUEE 2,051 DUKE 617 DUKE 532 TULANE

BUDGET SHARE -- RESEARCH INCLUDED

TOTAL STUDENT INSTITUTIONAL ACADE2i

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES SUPPORT SUPPC

HOWARD 26.2 GEORGETOWN 6.9 HOWARD 16.3 CASE WESTERN 10

GEORGETOWN 24.0 EMORY 5.4 TULANE 11.5 GEORGETOWN $

CASE WESTERN 20.3 HOWARD 5.4 GEORGETOWN 9.1 VANDERBILT

EMORY 17.1 TULANE 4.8 STANFORD 8.6 YALE 4

YALE 16.6 ROCHESTER 4.7 CHICAGO 8.4 HOWARD

TULANE 16.3 YALE 3.7 JOHNS HOPKINS 8.2 EMORY 4

STANFORD 15.9 DUKE 3.3 YALE 7.9 STANFORD 4

ROCHESTER 15.4 STANFORD 3.0 CASE WESTERN 7.7 DUKE 3

VANDERBILT 14.8 VANDERBILT 2.9 ROCHESTER 7.5 ROCHESTER 3.

CHICAGO 11.3 CASE WESTERN 2.7 EMORY 7.3 JOHNS HOPKINS

JOHNS HOPKINS CHICAGO 2.0 VANDERBILT 6.3 CHICAGO 0

DUKE 10.8 JOHNS HOPKINS 1.8 DUKE 4.4 TULANE 0

BUDGET SHARE -- RESEARCH ExcLUDED

TOTAL STUDENT :NSTITUTIONAL ACADEM

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES SUPPORT SUPPO

cEORGETOwN 28.3 CEORGETOwN 8.1 HOWARD 17.3 CASE WEST. RES, 12

HOWARD 27.8 EMORY 7.4 STANFORD 13.9 GEORGETOWN 9

CASE WEST. REs. 26.2 U OF ROCHESTER 6.7 TULANE 13.0 VANDERBILT

STANFORD 25.8 HOwARD 5.8 GEORCETowN 10.8 STANFORD

EMORY 23.1 TULANE 5.4 JOHNS HOPKINS 10.6 YALE

U OF ROCHESTER 2: .7 STANFORD 4.8 U OF ROCHESTER 10.5 EMORY

YALE 20.6 YALE 4.7 u oF C7,.ICACC 10.4 HOWARD

VANDERBILT :8.8 DUKE 4.2 CASE wlsT. 7E5. 9.9 U OF ROCHESTER

TULANE VANDERBILT 3.7 EMORY 9.9 DUKE

JOHNS HOPKINS 14,4 CASE WEST. RES. 3.4 YALE 9.8 JOHNS HOPKINS

U OF CHICAGO u OF CHICAGO 2.5 VANDERBILT 7.9 U OF cHICACo

DUKE : 1 . 3 JOHNs HOPKINS 2.3 DUKE 5.6 TULANE
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TABLE A7.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITS HOSPITAIS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH

PUBLIC

SERVICE

PLANT OP,MAI!

NAND ED TRAb

YALE $4.459 STANFORD $17,486 VANDERBILT $4,142 JOHNS HOPKINS S4,0f

JOHNS HOPKINS 4,298 JOHNS HOPKINS 13,359 HOWARD 1,721 YALE 3,8

STANFORD 3,827 ROCHESTER 8,942 DUKE 1,070 STANFORD 3,2.

ROCHESTER 3,607 YALE 7,919 TULANE 467 HOWARD 3,09

MAY 2,971 EMORY 6.843 STANFORD 426 CHICAGO 2,97

CHICAGO 2,945 CHICAGO 6,674 EMORY 151 ROCHESTER 2,6.

CASE WESTERN 2,277 CASE WESTERN 5.630 YALE 0 CASE WESTERN 2,47

DUKE 2,081 VANDERBILT 4,752 ROCHISTER 0 DORY

TULARE 2,063 DUKE 4,162 CHICAGO 0 DUKE 1,66

VANDERBILT 1,955 GEORGETOWN 2,799 CASE WESTERN 0 TULANE 1.4c

GEORGETOWN 1.462 TULARE 1,794 JOHNS HOPKINS 0 GEORGETOWN 1,4:

HOWARD 1,135 HOWARD 1,332 GEORGETOWN 0 VANDERBILT 1,3f

BUDGET SHARE -- RESEARCH INCLUDED

PUBLIC PLANT OP,MAI

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH SERVICE MAO ED TRA!

TULANE 13.3 STANFORD 38.3 VANDERBILT 18.4 HOWARD 13.

ROCHESTER 11.7 ROCHESTER 29.0 HOWARD 7.6 CASE WESTERN

EMORY 11.5 EMORY 26.4 DUKE 5.7 TULANE 9

YALE 11.1 JOHNS HOPKINS 22.8 TULARE 3.0 YALE

DUKE 11.0 CASE WESTERN 22.4 STANFORD 0.9 DUKE 8

CASE WESTERN 9.1 DUKE 22.0 EMORY 0.6 ROCHESTER 8

VANDERBILT 8.7 VANDERBILT 21.2 YALE 0.0 CHICAGO 8

STANFORD 8.4 YALE 19.7 ROCHESTER 0.0 GEORGETOWN

CHICAGO 8.3 CHICAGO 18.8 CHICAGO 0.0 EMORY 7.

GEORGETOWN 7.9 GEORGETOWN 15.1 CASE WESTERN 0.0 STANFORD

JOHNS HOPKINS 7.3 TULARE 11.6 JOHNS HOPKINS 0.0 JOHNS HOPKINS 6

HOWARD 5.0 HOWARD 5.8 GEORGETOWN 0.0 VANDERBILT 6

BUDGET SHARE -- RESEARCH EXCLUDED

PUBLIC PLANT OP,MAI

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH SERVICE HAND ED TLC

V OF ROCHESTER 16.5 HOWARD N/A VANDERBILT 23.4 HOWARD 14

EMORY 15.6 CASE WEST. RES. N/A HOWARD 8.0 CASE WEST. RES. 12

TULANE 15.1 U OF CHICAGO N/A DUKE 7.3 U OF ROCHESTER 12

DUKE 14.1 DUKE NIA TULANE 3.4 YALE 11

YALE 13.8 EMORY N/A STANFORD 1.5 STANFORD 11

STANFORD 13.6 GEORGETOWN N/A EMORY 0.8 DURE 11

CASE WEST, RES. 11.7 JOHNS HOPK14S N/A 0.0 TULANE 10

VANDERBILT 11.0 V OF ROCHESTER N/A U OF ROCHES7V 0.0 U OP CHICAGO 10

11 OF CHICAGO 10.2 STANFORD N/A U OF CHICAOC" 0.0 EMORY

JOHNS HOPKINS 9.5 TULANE N/A CASE WEST. RES. 0.0 GEORGETOWN

GEORGETOWN 9.3 VANDERBILT Nit% JOHNS HOPRINi: 0.0 JOHNS HOPKINS 9

HOWARD 5.3 YALE N/A GEORGETOWN 0.0 VANDERBILT 7
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TABLE A7,3: ;985-86 EXPEND:TURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FT!

TOTAL E I C

EXPENDITURES

TOTAL E & C EX?

LESS RESEARCH

JOHNS HOPKINS $58,502 JOHNS HOPKINS $45,143

STANPORD 45,615 YALE 32,228

YALE 40,141 CHICAGO 28,884

CHICAGO 35,559 STANFORD 28,129

ROCHESTER 30,836 ROCHESTER 21,893

EMORY 25,930 HOWARD 21,511

CASE WESTERN 25,110 CASE WESTERN 19,480

HOWARD 22.843 EMORY 19,087

VANDERBILT 22,457 VANDERBILT 17,705

DUKE 18.910 GEORGETOWN 15,791

GEORGETOWN 18,..590 DUKE 14,748

TULANE 15,470 TULANE 13,675
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TABLE AS.1

HOwARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE HBCUS

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE

HOLIARD TUSKEGEE XAVIER

BETHUNE

COOXMAN MOREHME
FLOR

MEMOF

TUITION 4 FEES 17.1 39.3 56.7 50.5 65.4 7c

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 65.3 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 o

STATE & LOCAL APPROPR:ATIONS 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 C

FEDERAL GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 8.9 35.5 22.9 17.6 15.6 t

STATE, LOC GRANTS II CONTRACTS 0.1 2.5 1.6 14.0 0.0 0

PRIVATE GRANTS I. CONTRACTS 3.4 10.1 14.6 16.5 12.6 23

ENDOWMENT INCOME 1.0 5.9 1.5 1.4 6.5 0

SALES & SERVICES 4.2 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10C

HAMPTON SPELMAN

TUITION i FEES 54 .4 57.2

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 0.0 0.0

STATE & LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 0.0 0.0

FEDERAL GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 21.6 13.0

STATE, LOC GRANTS & CONTRACTS 0.0 1.5

PRIVATE GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 6.7

ENDOWMENT INCOME 14.3 11.8

SALES & SERVICES 3.0 0.0

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 100.0 :00.0



TABLE A8,2: 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE anus, RANKED

DOLLARS ?FR FTE

TUITION

& FEES

FEDERAL

APPROPRIATIONS

STATE & LOCAL

APPROPRIATIONS

XAVIER 54,609 HOWARD $15,230 TVSEECEE $502

SPELMAN 4,073 XAVIER 220 BETHUNE WOMAN 0

TUSKECEE 4,044 FLORIDA M21tORIAL 0 HAMPTON 0

HOWARD 3,999 RAMPTON 0 SPELMAN 0

HAMPTON 3,988 SPELMAN 0 MOREHOUSE 0

WOREBOUSE 3,903 TUSEEGEE 0 HOWARD 0

BETHUNE GOMM 3,811 BETHUNE COOKMAN 0 XAVIER 0

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 3.595 MOREHOUSE 0 BETHUNE COO11U4 0

BUDGET SHARE

TUITION

i PEES

FEDERAL

APPROPRIATIONS

STATE I IJOCAL

APPROPRIATIONS

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 70.1 HOWARD 65.3 TUSEECEE 4.9

MOREHOUSE 65.4 XAVIER 2.7 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 0.0

SPELMAN 57.2 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 0.0 HAMPTON 0.0

XAVIER 56.7 RAMPTON 0.0 SPELMAN 0.0

RAMPTON 54.4 SPELMAN 0.0 MOREHOUSE 0.0

BETHUNE COOKMAN 50.5 TUSEECES 0.0 HOWARD 0.0

TUSKEGEE 39.3 BETHUNE COOKMAN 0.0 XAVIER 0.0

HOWARD 17.1 MOREHOUSE 0.0 BETHUNE COOKRAN 0.0



TABLE A8,2: 1985.86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE HBCUS, RANKED

DOLLARS ?ER FTE

FEDERAL

GRANTS I. CONTRACTS

STATE & LOCAL

GRANTS CONTRACTS

PRIVATE

GRANTS 1 COMACTS

TUSREGEE $3,655 BETHUNE COMO S1,060 SPELMAN $1,244

HOWARD 7,066 TUSKIGEE 262 HOWARD 1.184

XAVIER 1,862 XAVIER 128 HAMPTON

HAMPTON 1,582 SFELMAN 104 XAVIER 1,181

BETHUNE comln 1,327 HOWARD 23 TUSKEGEE 1,041

MOREHOUSE 929 HAMPTON 0 MOREHOUSE 798

SPELMAN 926 MOREHOUSE 0 BETHUNE COOKHAN 750

FLORIDA MEMORLAL 309 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 0 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 488

BUDGET SHARE

FEDERAL STATE I, LOCAL PRIVATE

GRAN1S IA CONTRACTS GRANTS & C'INTRACTS GRANTS CONTRACTS

TUSKEGEE 35.5 BETHUNE COOKMAN 14.0 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 23.1

XAVIER 22.9 TUSKEGEE 2.5 SPELMAN 16.6

HAMPTON 21.6 XAVIER 1.6 BETHUNE COOKMAN 16.5

BETHUNE COOKMAN 17.6 SFELMAN 1.5 XAVIER 14.6

MOREHOUSE 15.6 HOWARD 0.1 MOREHOUSE 12,6

SPELMAN 13.0 HAMPTON 0.0 TUSKECEE 10.1

HOWARD 8.9 MOREHOUSE 0.0 HAMPTON 6.7

FLOR:DA MEMORIAL 6.0 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 0.0 HOWARD 3.4



TABLE A8.2: 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE HBCUS, RANKED

DOLLARS FIR FTE

ENDOWMENT INCOME SALES,SER:ICES

GENERAL EDUCATION

REVENUE

HAMPTON $1.050 XAVIER 5983 HOWARD 523.325

SPELMAN 838 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 219 TOSREGEE 10,302

TUSKEGEE 611 TUSKEGEE :86 XAVIER 8,126

MOREHOUSE 388 HAMPTON 0 BETHUNE COOXMAN 7,546

HOWARD 225 BETHUNE COOXMAN 0 HAMPTON 7,3k,

XAVIER 122 SPELMAN 0 SPELMAN 7,122

BETHUNE COOKMAN 105 MOREHOUSE 0 MOREHOUSE 5.971

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 4 1 WDWARD 0 PLORIDA MEMORIAL 5.127

BUDGET SHARE

ENDOWMENT INODMI SALES,SERVICES

HAMPTON 14.3 HOWARD 4.2

SPELMAN 11.8 HAMPTON 3.0

MDREHOUSE 6.5 TUSXEGEE 1.3

TUSKEGEE 5.9 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 0.0

XAVIER 1.5 SPELMAN 0.0

BETHUNE COOKMAN 1.4 XAVIER 0.0

HOWARD 1.0 BETHUNE COMMAS 0.0

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 0.8 MOREHOUSE 0.0
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TABLE A9.I

fioWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE FOCUS

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

3DGET SHARE (INCLUDING RESEARCH)

HOWARD

....... .......

TUSKEGEE XAVIER

BETHUNE

cOORMAN MOREHOUSE

FLORIDA

MEMORIAL

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 41.9 33.6 35.0 27.5 30.6 23.4

- INSTRUCTION 38.5 31.8 32.8 25.3 28.5 23.4

- LIBRARIES 34 1.7 2.2 2.2 2.2 0.0

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 26.2 20.8 29.9 25.6 33.4 33.1

STUDENT SERVICES 5.4 5.0 9.2 8.8 8.2 9.5

- INSTIMIONAL SUPPORT 16.3 11.1 17.3 15.4 24.6 21.4

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 4.5 4.7 3.5 1.4 0.6 2.1

SCHOLARSHIP 5.0 13.8 20.3 33.9 19.5 32.7

REASEARCH 5.8 10.6 4.1 2.7 3.8 0.0

PuBLIC SERvICE 7.6 9.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 4.4

PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND ED-IRAN 13.5 11.8 10.2 10.3 12.8 6.4

TOTAL EiG EXPENDITURES 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

RAMPTON SPELMAN

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 34.6 33.1

- INSTRUCTION 31.2 31.5

- LIBRARIES 3.4 1.6

ADMINISTRATIVE TOTAL 24.2 36.7

- STUDENT SERvICES 7.9 10.7

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 13.9 22.9

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 2.4 3.1

SCHOLARSHIP ;1.5 17.2

REASEARCH 8.8 3.3

PUBLIC SERVICE 3.7 1.2

PLANT OP/AINT/MAND ED 7=;.:. 17.2 B.16

TOTAL E1,G EXPENDITURES 100.0 100.0
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TABLE A9.2

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE HBCUS

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER TIE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH)

HOWARD TUSKECEE XAvlER

BETHUNE

COOKMAN MOREHOUSE

FLORIDA

MEMORIAL

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 44.5 37.5 36.5 28.3 31.8 23.4

- INSTRUCTION 40.9 35.6 34,2 26.0 29.6 23.4

LIBRARIES 3.6 1.9 2.3 2.2 2.2 0.0

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 27.8 23.3 31.2 26.3 34.7 33.1

- STUDENT SERVICES 5.8 5.5 9.6 9.0 $.5 9.5

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 17.3 12.4 18.0 15.9 25.6 21.4

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 4.8 5.3 3.6 1.4 0.6 2.1

SCHOLARSHIP 5.3 15.5 21.1 34.8 20.2 32.7

RESEARCH 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

PUBLIC SERVICE 8.0 10.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 4.4

PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND EB TRAN 14.4 13.2 10.7 10.6 13.3 6.4

TOTAL EiG EX? LESS RESEARCH 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

ACADEMIC - TOTAL

- INSTRUCTION

- LIBRARIES

ADmINISTRATIVE - TOTAL

HAMPTON

37.9

34.2

3.7

26.5

SPELMAN

3' 2

32.6

1.6

38.0

- STUDENT SERVICES 8.6 11.0

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 15.2 23.7

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 2.7 3.2

SCHOLARSHIP 12.6 17.8

RESEARCH 0.0 0.0

PUBLIC SERVICE 4.0 1.2

PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND ED TRAN 18.9 8.9

TOTAL E&0 EXP LESS RESEARCH 100.0 100.0



TABLE A9.3: 1985.86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE HBCUS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

HOWARD S9,579 HOWARD $8,798 HOWARD $781

TUSKEGEE 3.897 TUSREGEE 3,697 PAMPTON 268

XAVIER 3,245 XAVIER 3,039 XAVIER 206

HAMPTON 2,746 SPELMAN 2,53V BETHUNE COOKMAN 200

SPELMAN 2,667 HAVTON 2,477 TUSXEGEE 200

BETHUNE COOKMAN 2.535 BETHUNE COOKMAN 2,335 MOREHOUSE 134

MOREHOUSE 1,898 MOREHOUSE 1,764 MIKAN 128

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 1,565 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 1,565 ItORIDA MEMORIAL 0

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH INCL,11DED

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCT.LON LIBRARIES

HOWARD 41.9 HOWARD 38.5 HOWARD 3.4

XAVIER 35.0 XAVIER 32.8 HAMPTON 3.4

HAMPTON 34.6 TUSKEGEE 31.8 XAVIER 2.2

TUSKEGEE 33.6 SPELMAN 11.3 BETHUNE COWMAN 2.2

SPELMAN 33.1 HAMPTON 31.2 MOREHOUSE 2.2

MOREHOUSE 30.6 MOREHOUSE 28.3 TUSXEGEE 1.7

BETHUNE COOKMAN 27.5 BETHUNE COMMAS 25.3 SFELMAN 1.6

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 23.4 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 23.4 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 0.0

BUDOET SHARE-RESEARCH EXCLUDED

roTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

HOWARD 44.5 HOWARZ 40.9 FAMPTON 3.7

HAMPTON 37.9 TUSKEGEE 35.6 HOWARD 3.6

TUSKEGEE 37.5 HAMPTON 34.2 XAVIER 2.3

XAVIER 36.5 XAVIER 34.2 MOREHOUSE 2.2

SPELMAN 34.2 SPELMAN 32.6 BETHUNE COOKMAN 2.2

MOREHOUSE 31.8 MOREHOUSE 29.6 TUSKECEE 1.9

BETHUNE COOKMAN 28.1 BETHUNE COMM 26.0 SPELMAN 1.6

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 23.4 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 23.4 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 0.0



TABLE A9.3: :98,-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PR:VATE HBCUS, RANXED

DOLLARS PER FTE

TOTAL STUDENT

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

INSTITUTIONAL

SUPPORT

ACADEM

SUPPC

HOWARD $5,981 HOWARD S1.237 HOWARD 83,715 HOWARD $1,0

SPELMAN 2,961 SPELMAN 859 SPELMAN 1,849 TUSIESEZ 5

XAVIER 2,767 XAVIER 849 XAVIER 1,596 XAVIER 3

TUSLEGEE 2,418 IMMUNE COOKMAN 807 MOREHOUSE 1,525 SFELKAN 2 .

BETHUNE COOXMAN 2,360 FUDRIDA MDIORLAL 637 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 1,433 HAMPTON

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 2,212 HAMPTON 623 BETHUNE COOKMAN 1,422 FLORIDA MEMORIAL

MOREHOUSE 2,069 TUSXECEE 576 TUSXECEE 1,291 BETHUNE COOKMAN 1.

BAMPTCN 1,920 MOREHOUSE 508 HAMPTON 1,103 MOREHOUSE

BUDGET SHARE--RESEARCH INCLUDED

TOTAL STUDENT INSTITUTIONAL ACADEM

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES SUPPORT SUPPO

SPELMAN 36.7 SPELMAN 10.7 MORZHOUSE 24.6 TUSKEGEZ

MOREHOUSE 33.4 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 9.5 SPELMAN 22.9 HOWARD 4

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 33.1 XAVIER 9.2 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 21.4 XAVIER 3

XAVIER 29.9 BETHUNE WOMAN 8.8 XAVIER 17.3 SPILMAN 3

HOWARD 26.2 MOREHOUSE 8.2 HOWARD 16.3 HAMPTON 2

BETHUNE °DOLMAN 25.6 HAMPTON 7.9 nrsust COOKMAN 15.4 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 2

HAKFTON 24.2 HOWARD 5.4 HAMPTON 13.9 BETHUNE COOXMAN 1

TUSLEGEE 20.8 TUSXECEE 5.0 'MUGU 11.1 MOREHOUSE

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH EXCLUDED

TOTAL STUDENT INSTITUTIONAL ACADEP

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES SUPPORT SUPPO

SPELMAN 38.0 SPELMAN 11.0 MOREHOUSE 25.6 TUSXECEE

MOREHOUSE 34.7 XAVIER 9.6 SPELMAN 23.7 HOWARD

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 33.1 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 9.5 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 21.4 XAVIER

XAVIER 31.2 BETHUNE COWMAN 9.0 XAVIER 18.0 SPELMAN

HOWARD 27.8 HAMPTON 8.6 HOyARD 17.3 HAMPTON

HAMPTON 26.5 MOREHOUSE 8.5 BETHUNE COORMAN 15.9 FLORIDA MEm.

BETHUNE COOLMAN 26.3 HOWARD 5.8 HAMPTON 15.2 BETHUNE COMMAN 1

TUSKEGEE 23.3 TUSXECEE 5.5 TUSRICEE 12.4 MOREHOUSE 0



TABLE A9.3: 198546 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE OHMS, RANXED

DOLLARS PER FIE
PLANE OP,MA1

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH PUBLIC SERVICE HAND ED II

BETHUNE COOXMAN S3,125 HOWARD S1,312 HOWARD $1,725 HOWARD $3,

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 2,191 TUSKEGEE 1,226 TUSKEGEE 1,094 TUSXECEE 1

XAVIER 1,878 HAMPTON 697 FLORIDA MEMORLAL 296 HAMPTON 1

TUSKEGEE 1,606 XAVIER 182 HAMPTON 293 arm Como

SPELMAN 1,334 SPELMAN 267 SPELMAN 91 XAVIER

MOREHOUSE 1,206 BETHUNE COOKMAN 250 XAVIER 46 MOREHOUSE

HOWARD 1,115 MOREHOUSE 233 BETHUNE COMO 4 SPELMAN

liAmrpaN 912 FLORIDA YJMORIAL 0 MOREHOUSE 0 FLORIDA MEMORIAL

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH INCLUDED

PLANT 017,MA:

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH PUBLIC SERVICE MAND ED 7

BETHUNE COOXMAN 33.9 TUSKEGEE 10.6 TUSEEGEE 9.4 HAMPTON

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 12.7 HAMPTON 8.8 HOWARD 7.6 HOWARD

XAVIER 20.3 HOWARD 5.8 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 4.4 MOREHOUSE

MOREHOUSE 19.5 XAVIER 4.1 HAMPTON 3.7 7USIZGEE

SPELMAN 17.2 MOREHOUSE 3.8 SPELMAN 1.2 BETHUNE GOOKHAN

TUSLECEE 13.8 SPELNAN 3.3 XAVIER 0.5 win
HAMPTON 11.5 BETHUNE COOKMAN 2.7 BETHUNE COOKKAN 0.0 SPELMAN

HOWARD 5.0 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 0.0 MOREHOUSE 0.0 FLORIDA MEMORIAL

BUDGET SEABE--RESEARCH EXCLUDED

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH PUBLIC SIOWICE

PLANT

HAND ED 11

BETHUNE COOLMAN 34.8 FLORIDA MEMORIAL N/A TUSIEGEE 10.5 HAMPTON

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 32.7 MOREHOUSE N/A HOWARD 8.0 HOWARD

XAVIER 1.1.2 SPELMAN NIA FLORIDA MEMORIAL 4.4 MOREHOUSE

MOREHOUSE 20.2 HAMPTON N/A HAMPTON 4.0 TUSEEGEE

SPELMAN 17.6 TUREGEE NIA SPELMAR 1.2 XAVIER

MUGU 15.5 HOWARD NIA XAVIER 0.5 BETHUNE COOXIIAN

HAMPTON 12.6 BETHUNE COOKAN N/A BETHUNE COOXMAN 0.0 SPELMAN

HOWARD 5.3 XAVIER N/A MOREHOUSE 0.0 FLORIDA MEMORIAL
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TABLE A9.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UN:VERSITY AND PR:VATE H2CUS, RANRED

DOLLARS PER rrE

TOTAL E 4 C

EXPENDITURES

TOTAL E & C EXP

LESS RESEARCH

HOWARD S22.843 HOWARD 621.511

TUSLEGEE 11.614 TUSKECEE 10,187

XAVIER 9,263 BETHUNE COOKMMi 8,971

BETHUNE COOXMAN 9,220 XAVIER 8,881

SPELMAN 8,063 SPELMAN 7,796

HAMPTON 7,933 HAMPTON 7.236

FLORID& MEMORLAL 6,691 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 6,61

MOREHOUSE 6,199 MOREHOUSE 5,966



TABLE A10.1

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HBCUS

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUES PER FTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE

HOWARD UDC

JACXSON

STATE

TEXAS

SOUTHERN

NORTE

CAROLINA A4T

NORFc

ST;

TUITION 4 FEES 17.1 7.5 25,0 24.3 16.6 23

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 65.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.

STATE I. LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 0.0 82.7 49.6 62.1 58.9 66.

FEDERAL GRANTS i CONTRACTS 8.9 6.2 19.6 6.3 21.1 6

STATE, LOC GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 0.1 2.5 1.4 3.6 0.7 3.

PRIVATE GRANTS 4 =TRACTS 3.4 0.2 2.1 1.7 0.5 0.

ENDOWMENT INCOME 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.

SALES & SERVICES 4.2 0.0 2.4 1.7 2.1 0.

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.

ARKANSAS

(La) FLORIDA ALM

TUITION 4 FEES 23.2 13.4

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 0.0 0.1

STATE & LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 61.2 64.3

FEDERAL GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 9.5 16.1

STATE, LOC GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 2.0 4.6

PRIVATE GRANTS & CONTRACTS 2.3 1.6

ENDOWMENT INCOME 0.2 0.0

SALES 4 SERVICES 1.6 0.0

GENERAL EDUCATION REvENUE 100.0 100.0
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1

TABLE A10.7.: 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HBCUS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

TUITION

4 TEES

FEDERAL

APPROPRIATIONS'

STATE & LOCAL

APPROPRIATIONS

HOWARD $3,999 HOWARD $15,230 UDC $9,658

TEXAS SOUTHERN 1,730 FLORIDA A 4 M 6 FLORIDA A i M 7,336

JACKSON STATE 1,587 NC A 4 T 3 NC A 4 T 5,000

FLORIDA A is h 1.534 NORFOLK STATE 0 TEXAS SOUTHERN 4.418

NC A 11 T 1,409 ARKANSAS (LR) 0 ARKANSAS (LR) 3.560

ARKANSAS (LR) 1,330 UDC 0 NORFOLK STATE 3,465

NORFOLK STATE 1,218 JACKSON STATE 0 JACKSON STATE 3,152

UDC 878 TEXAS SOUTHERN 0 !TOWARD 0

BUDGET SURE

TUITION

4 FEES

FEDERAL

APPROPRIATIONS

STATE & LCCAL

APPROPRIATIONS

JACKSON STATE 25.0 HOWARD 65.3 UDC 82.7

TEXAS SOUTHERN 24.3 FLORIDA A M 0.1 NORFOLK STATE 66.2

NORFOLK STATE 29.3 NC A i T 0.0 FLORIDA A 4 M 64.3

ARKANSAS (LR) 23.2 JACKSON STATE 0.0 TEXAS SOUTHERN 62.1

HOWARD 17.1 TEXAS SOUTHERN 0.0 ARKANSAS (LR) 61.2

NC A & T 16.6 UDC 0.0 NC A T 54.Q

FLORIDA A M 13.4 NORFOLK STATE 0.0 JACKSON STATE 49.6

UDC 7.3 ARKANSAS (LR) 0.0 HOARD 0.0
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TABLE A10.2: 1985-86 REVENUES 07 HOWAhD UNIVERSIIT AND PUBLIC HBCUS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

FEDERAL

GRANTS F. CONTRACTS

STATE &-LOCAL

GRANTS i CONTRACTS

PR:VATE

GRANTS 1. COW7RACTS

HOWARD $2,066 FLORIDA A & M 5520 HOWARD $798

FLORIDA A & M 1,838 UDC 286 FLORIDA A i, M 182

NC A i T 1,789 TEXAS SOUTHERN 255 ARKANSAS (LR) 135

JACKSON STATE 1,247 NORFOLK STATE 181 JACKSON STATE 134

UDC 727 ARKANSAS (LR) 117 TEXAS SOUTBEIN 121

ARKANSAS (LR) 555 JACKSON STATE 86 NC A & T 39

TEXAS SOUTHERN 447 NC A & T 63 UDC 18

NORFOLK STATE 356 HOWARD 23 NORFOLK STATE 16

BUDGET SHARE

FEDERAL

GRANTS I. CONTRACTS

STATE & LOCAL

GRANTS & CONTRACTS

PRIVATE

GRANTS L CONTRACTS

NC A & T 21.1 FLORIDA A M 4.6 HOWARD 3.4

JACKSON STATE 19.6 TEXAS SOUTHERN 3.6 ARKANSAS (LR) 2.3

FLORIDA A M 16.1 NORFOLK STATE 3.5 JACKSON STATE 2.1

ARKANSAS (LR) 9.5 UDC 2.5 TEXAS SOUTUIRN 1.7

HOWARD 8.9 ARKANSAS (LR) 2.0 FLORIDA A + h 1.6

NORFOLK STATE 6.8 JACKSON STATE 1.4 NC A E T 0.5

TEXAS SOUTHERN 6.3 NC A & T 0.7 NORFOLK STATE 0.3

UDC 6.2 HOWARD 0.1 UDC 0.2
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TABLE A10.2: 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HBCUS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER rTE

ENDOWMENT

/NCOME

SALES

SERVICES'

GENERAL EDUCATION

REVENUE

HOWARD $225 HOWARD 5983 HOWARD $23,323

UDC 104 NC A & T 174 UDC 11,671

TEXAS SOUTHERN IS JACKSON STATE 152 FL A & M 11,615

ARKANSAS (LR) 12 TEXAS SOUTHERN 120 NC A 41 T 8,682

NC A 4 T 6 ARKANSAS (LR) 91 TETAS SOUTHERN 7,110

NORFOLK STATE NORFOLK STATE 0 JAMSON STATE 6,359

JACKSON STATE 0 UDC 0 ARIANSAS(LR) 5,820

FL A 4 M 0 FL A & M 0 NORFOLK STATE 5,235

BUDGET SHARE

ENDOWMENT SALES

INCaME SERVICES

HOWARD 1.0 HOWARD 4.2

UDC 0.9 JACKSON STATE 2.4

TEXAS SOUTH. 0.3 NC A & T 2.1

ARKANSAS (LR) 0.2 TEXAS SOUTHERN 1.7

NC A & T 0.1 ARKANSAS (IA) 1.6

NORFOLK STATE 0.0 NORFOLK STATE 0.0

JACKSON STATE 0.0 UDC 0.0

FLORIDA A M 0.0 FLORIDA A M 0.0



TABLE A11.1

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HBCUS

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER rrE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE (INCLUDING RESEARCH)

HOWARD UDC

JACXSON

STATE

TEXAS

SOUTHERN

NORTH

CAROLINA A&T

NORFOLK

STATE

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 41.9 47.5 38.2 49.2 41.2 45.3

- INSTRUCTION 38.5 43.7 35.8 45.0 38.0 41.9

- LIBRARIES 3.4 3.8 2.5 4.2 3.2 3.4

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 26.2 23.5 27.8 21.3 21.0 25.6

- STUDENT SERVICES 5.4 4.0 12.4 5.5 3.5 7,2

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 16.3 16.8 12.2 12.7 8.8 12.2

- ACADEMIC suproal 4.5 2.7 3.2 3.2 8.7 6.1

SCHOLARSHIP 5.0 3.8 21.5 14.7 10.1 17.6

RESEARCH , 5.8 2.9 3.2 2.5 10.2 2.4

PUBLIC SERVICE 7.6 7.1 0.0 0.0 5.4 0.6

PLANT OP/MAIM/NAND ED TRAN 13.5 15.2 9.3 12.2 12.0 8.5

TOTAL E&G EXPENDITURES 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

ARKANSAS

(1.R) YLORIDA hiM

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 48.9 38.1

- INSTRUCTION 45,7 34.4

- LIBRARIES 1.2 3.6

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 25.0 25.9

- STUDENT SERVICES 4.5 5.1

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 11.8 10.5

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 8.7 10.3

SCHOLARSHIP 4.7 11.0

RESEARCH 1.0 8.2

PUBLIC SERVICE 10.9 3.7

PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND ED TRAM 9.5 13.1

TOTAL MX EXPENDITURES 100.0 100.0
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TABLE AII.2

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HBCUS

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE

ACADEMIC TEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH)

HOwARD UDC

JACKSON

STATE

TEXAS

SOUTHERN

NORTN

CAROLINA AiT

NORFOLK

STATE

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 44,5 48.9 39.4 50.5 45.9 46.5

- INSTRUCTION 40.9 45.0 36.9 46.2 42.3 43.0

- LIBRARIES 3.6 3.9 2.5 4.3 3.6 3.4

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 27.8 24.2 28.7 21.9 23.4 26.2

- STUDENT SERVICES 5.8 4.1 12.9 5.6 3.9 7.4

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 17.3 17.3 12.6 13.0 9.8 12.6

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 4.8 2.8 3.3 3.2 9.7 6.2

SCHOLARSHIP 5.3 4.0 22.2 15.0 11.2 16.0

RESEARCH 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

PUBLIC SERJICE 8.0 7.3 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.6

PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND ED MAN 14.4 15.7 9.6 12.6 13.4 8.8

TOTAL EiG EX? LESS RESEARCH 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

ARRAN S AS

(LR) FLORIDA A4M

i

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 49.4

- INSTRUCTION 46.1

41.5

37.5

- LIBRARIES 3.2 40
1 ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 25.3 28.2

1 - STUDENT SERVICES 4.5 5.5

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 11.9 11,4

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 8.8 11.3

SCHOLARSHIP 4.7 12.0

RESEARCH 0.0 0.0

PUBLIC SERVICE 11.0 4.0

PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND ED TRAN 9.6 14.3

TOTAL E&G EXP LESS RESEARCH 100.0

r
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TABLE A11.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND i"JBLIC HECUS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

HOWARD $9,579 HOWARD $8,798 HOWARD $781

UDC 5,480 UDC 5,043 UDC 417

FLORIDA A L M 4,576 FLORIDA A M 4,139 FLORIDA A L M 437

NC A & T 3,813 NC A T 3,513 NC A L 300

TEXAS SOUTHERN 3,107 TEXAS SOUTHERN 2,843 TEXAS SOUTHERN 264

ARKANSAS (LR) 3,041 ARKANSAS (LR) 2,841 ARKANSAS (LR) 200

JACKSON STATE 2,850 JACKSON STATE 2,668 NORFOLK STATE 199

NORFOLK STATE 2,683 NORFOLK STATE 2,483 JACKSON STATE 183

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH INCLUDED

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

TEXAS SOUTHERN 49.2 ARXANSAS (LR) 45.7 TEXAS SOUTHERN 4.2

ARKANSAS (LR) 48.9 TEXAS SOUTHERN 45.0 UDC 3.8

UDC 47.5 UDC 43.7 FLORIDA A i M 3.6

AORYOLK STATE 45.3 NORFOLK STATE 41.9 HOWARD 3.4

DOWARD 41.9 HOWAAD 38.5 NORFOLK STATE 3.4

NC A & T 41.2 NC A i T 38.0 NC A T 1.2

JACKSON STATE 38.2 JACKSON STATE 35.8 ARKANSAS (LA) 3.2

FLORIDA A L M 38.1 FLORIDA A & M 34.4 JACKSON STATE 2.5

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH EXCLUDED

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

TEXAS SOUTHERN 50.5 TEXAS SOUTHERN 46.2 TEXAS SOUTEERN 4.3

ARKANSAS (LR) 49.4 ARKANSAS (LR) 46.1 FLORIDA A & M 4.0

UDC 48.9 UDC 45.0 UDC 3.9

NORFOLK STATE 46.5 NORFOLK STATE 43.0 HOWARD 3.6

NC A L T 45.9 NC A L T 42.3 NC A I T 3.6

HOWARD 44.5 HOWARD 40.9 NORFOLK STA. 3.4

FLORIDA A L M 41.5 FLORIDA A L M )7.5 AAKANSAS (LA, 3.2

JACKSON STATE 39.4 JACKSON STATE 16.9 JACKSON STATE 2.5
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TABLE A11.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC H13CUS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

TOTAL

ADmINISTRATINE

ST'UDENT

SERVICES

INSTITuTIONAL

SUPPORT

ACADEr

SUPPC

HOWARD 0,981 HOWARD S1,237 HOWARD $3,715 FLORIDA A S M $1,7

FLORIDA A & M 3,113 JACKSON STATE 929 UDC 1,936 HOWARD 1,C

UDC 2.709 runIDA A Is M 610 FLORIDA A k M 1,260 NC A i T

JACKSON STATE 2,075 UDC 456 JACKSON STATE 908 ARKANSAS (LR) 5

NC A 1. T 1,942 NORFOLK STATE 429 NC A 4 T 811 NORFOLK STATS 3

ARKANSAS (LR) 1,557 TEXAS SOUIHERN 347 TEXAS SOUTHERN 801 UDC 3

NORFOLK STATE 1,513 NC A L T 323 ARKANSAS (LR) 735 JACKSON STATE 2

TEXAS SOUTHERN 1,347 ARKANSAS (LI) 278 NORFOLK STATE 725 TEXAS SOUTHERN 1

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH INCLUDED

TOTAL STUDENT INSTITUTIONAL ACADEY

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES SUPPORT SUPPO

JACKSON STATE 27.8 JACKSON STATE 12.4 UDC 16.8 FLORIDA A S M 10

HOWARD 26.2 NORFOLK STATE 7.2 HOWARD 16.3 ARKANSAS (LR)

FLORIDA A 4 M 25.9 TEXAS SOUTHERN 5.5 TEXAS SOUTHERN 12.7 NC A S T a

NORFOLK STATE 25.6 HOWARD 5.4 NORFOLK STATE 12.2 NORFOLK STATE

ARKANSAS (LR) 25.0 FLORIDA A i M 5.1 JACKSON STATE 12.2 HOWARD 4

(mC 23.5 ARKANSAS (Li) 4.5 ARKANSAS UR) 11.8 JACKSON STATE 3

TEXAS SOUTHERN 21.3 UDC 4.0 FLORIDA A S m 10.5 TEXAS SOUTHERN 2

NC A 4 T 21.0 NC A S T 3.5 NC A T 8.8 UDC 7

BUDGET SHARE--RISEARCH EXCLUDED

TOTAL STUDENT INSTITUTIONAL ACADEM

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES SUPPORT SOK

JACKSON STATE

FLORIDA A & M

HOWARD

NORFOLK STATE

ARKANSAS (LR)

UDC

NC A & T

TEXAS SOUTHERN

28.7

28.2

27.8

26.2

25.3

24.2

23.4

21.9

JACKSON STATE

NORFOLK STATE

HOWARD

TEXAS SOUTHERN

FLORIDA A 4 M

ARKANSAS (LR)

UDC

NC A i T

12.9

7.4

5.8

5.6

5.5

4.5

4.1

3.9

HOWARD

UDC

TEXAS SOUTHERN

JACKSON STATE

NORFOLK STATE

ARKANSAS (LR)

FLORIDA A S m

NC A S T

17.3

17.3

13.0

12.6

12.6

11.9

11.4

9.8

FLORIDA A S (1

NC A

ARKANSAS (12)

NORFOLK STATE

HOWARD

JACKSON STATE

TEXAS SOUTHERN

UDC

1



TABLE A11.3: 1985-86 EXPENDIT'URES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HBCUS. RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

SCHOLARSSI? RESEARCH

PUBLIC

SERVICE

PLANT OF,MAIN1

MAND ED TRANS

JACKSON STATE $1.603 HOWARD $1,332 HOWARD $1,725 HOWARD $3.09:

FLORIDA A & M 1.328 FLORIDA A 4 M 988 UDC 822 UDC 1,75/

HOWARD 1,135 NC A 4 T 945 ARKANSAS (LA) 678 FLORIDA A I M 1.57(

NORFOLK STATE 1.039 UDC 330 NC A 4 T 500 RC A I T 1,114

NC A & 934 JACKSON STATE 237 FLORIDA A 4 M 439 TEXAS SOUTHEXN 77:

TEXAS SOUTHERN 926 TEXAS SOUTHERN 161 NORFOLK STATE 35 JACKSON STATE 69(

UDC 443 NORFOLK STATE 144 TEXAS SOUTHERN 2 ARKANSAS (LR)

ARKANSAS (LR) 290 ARKANSAS (LR) 64 JACKSCW STATE 0 NORFOLK STATE 50(

BUDGET SHARE--RESEARCH INCLUDED

PUBLIC PLANT OP,MAIW1

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH SERVICE HAND ED TRANS

JACKSON STATE 21.5 SC A 4 T 10.2 ARKANSAS (LR) 10.9 UDC 15.;

NORFOLK STATE 17.6 FLORIDA A 4 K $.2 HOWARD 7.6 HOWARD 13..

TEXAS SOUTHERN 14.7 HOWARD 5.8 UDC 7.1 FLORIDA A & M 13.

FLORIDA A & M 11.0 JACKSON STATE 3.2 NC A T 54 TEXAS SOUTHERN 12..

NC A & T 10.1 UDC 2,9 FLORIDA A 4 M 3.7 NC A 4 T 12.1

HOWARD 5.0 TEXAS SOUTHERN 2.5 NORFOLK STATE 0.6 ARKANSAS (LR) 9.

ARKANSAS (LR) 4.7 NORFOLK STATE 2.4 TEXAS SOUTHERN 0.0 JACKSON STATE 9.

UDC 3.8 ARKANSAS (LR) 1.0 JACKSON STATE 0.0 NORFOLK STATE 8.

BUDOET SaARE--RESEARCS EXCLUDED

PUtLIC PLANT OP,MAIN

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH SERVICE MAIO ED TRANS

JACKSON STATE 22.2 NORFOLK STATE N/A ARKANSAS (L.R) 11.0 UDC 15.

NORFOLK S7ATE 18.0 NC A 4 T N/A HOWARD 8.0 HOWARD 14,

TEXAS SOUTHERN 15.0 FLORIDA A 4 M N/A hoc 7.3 FLORIDA A 4 M 14.

FLORIDA A & M 12.0 ARKANSAS (LR) N/A NC A & T 6.0 NC A 4 T 13

NC A 4 7 11.2 UDC N/A FLORIDA A i M 4.0 TEXAS SOUTHERN 12.

HOWARD 5.3 HOWARD N/A NORFOLK STATE 0.6 JACKSON STATE 9.

ARKANSAS (LR) 4,7 TERAS SOUTHERN N/A TEXAS SOUTHERN 0.0 ARKANSAS (LA) 9.

UDC 4.0 JACKSON STATE N/A JACKSON S7A7E 0.0 NORFOLK STATE 8.



TABLE A11.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HBGUS, RANXED

DOLLARS PER FTE

TOTAL E

EXPENDITURES

TOTAL E S G EX?

LESS RESEARCH

HOWARD $22,843 HOWARD $21,511

FLORIDA A & h 12,07: UDC 11,211

VDC 11,541 FLORIDA A & M 11,033

NC A & T 9,2411 NC A & T 8,303

JACKSON STATE 7,462 JACKSON STATE 7,225

TEXAS SOUTBERN 6.316 ARSANSAS (LR) 6,156

ARANSAS (LR) 6,221 TEXAS SOUTHERN 6,155

MORI= STATE 5.920 NORTOLL STATE 5,776
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TABLE Al2.1

HIWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE

HOWARD

ILLINOIS

(CHICAGO)

IMURDuE

(INDIANAPOLIS) CINCINNATI TEMPLE

CALIFOF

(IRV:

TUITION i P:ES 17.1 13.3 14.8 22.1 39.7 11

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 65.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 c

STATE & LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS ().0 64.9 56.8 45.9 40.2 49

FEDERAL GRANTS S CONTRACTS 8.9 11.) 12.3 12.7 9.9 17

STATE, LOC GRANTS i CONTRACTS 0.1 2.6 2.0 1.0 3.5 6

PRIVATE Guns A CONTRACTS 3.4 4.7 6.5 6.5 4.8 4

ENDOWMENT INCOME 1.0 0.2 0.1 4.0 0.5 1

r.ALES A SERVICES 4.2 3.2 7.6 7.9 0.9 IC

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10c

ALABAMA

(BIRMINGHAM) KENTUCKY

mISSOURI

(COLUMBIA)

NORTH

DAKOTA UTAH CCMP1ONWEA

TUITION i FEES 8.4 12.7 16.7 16.0 11.7 1.

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 0.0 5.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 2

STATE A LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 54.9 60.0 50.5 44.6 42.2 4

FEDERAL GRANTS A CONTRACTS 23.3 7.4 8.5 21.1 22.7 1

STATE, LOC GRANTS A CONTRACTS 1.6 4.3 La 0.0 1.2

PRIVATE GRANTS i CONTRACTS 7.8 5.1 6.0 5.6 6.3

ENDOWMENT INCOME 0.5 :.2 :.3 0.1 1.8

SALES A SERVICES 3.4 G.4 11.4 12.6 14.0

GENERAL EDUCATION REvENUE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 IC



TABLE Al2.2: 1985-86 REvENuEs OF HOWARD UNIVERSIT/ AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER rrE

TUITION

FEES

FEDERAL

APPROPRIATIONS

STATE i LOCAL

APPROPRIATIONS

TEMPLE $4,448 HOWARD S15,230 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) S13,568

HOWARD 3,999 VA corlioNutALTE 4,554 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 10,734

CINCINNATI 2,741 KENTUCKY 762 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 10,065

VA CCM/WEALTH 2,405 MISSOURI (COL).MBIA) 519 KENTUCKY 9,170

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 2,258 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 27 VA COMWNWEALTS 11,716

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 2,234 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 0 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 7,355

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 2,199 UTAH 0 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 6,759

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 2,037 ILLINOIS (CHICkaa) 0 UTAH 6,064

LENTUCIY 1,939 Ill/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 0 CINCINNATI 5,686

IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 1,914 TEMPLE 0 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 4,594

UTAH 1,683 ALABAMA (IMMINGHAM) 0 TEMPLE 4,554

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 1,650 CINCINNATI 0 HOWARD 0

BUDGET SHARE

TUITION FEDERAL STATE 6 LOCAL

FEES APPROPRIATIONS APPROPRIATIONS

TEMPLE 39.7 HOWARD 65.3 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 64.9

CINCINNATI 22.1 VA COMMONWEALTH 23.8 KENTUCKY 60.0

HOWARD 17.1 KENTUCKY 5.0 IU/PUIDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 56.8

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 16.7 MISSOURI (COLU)BIA) 3.9 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 54.9

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 16.0 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 0.1 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 50.5

IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 14.8 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 0.0 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 49.2

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 13.3 UTAH 0.0 CINCINNATI 45.9

KENTUCKY 12.7 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 0.0 VA COMMDNWEALTH 45.6

VA COMMONWEALTH 12.6 :U/PURDUI (INDIANAPOLIS) 0.0 N DALDTA (GRAND FORKS) 44.6

UTAH 11.7 TD911 0.0 UTAH 42.2

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 11.0 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 0.0 TEMPLE 40.7

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAm) 8.4 U OF CINCINNATI 0.0 HOWARD 0.0
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TABLE Al2.2: 1985-86 REVENUES 0? HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER F71

FEDERAL

CRAXTS I. CONTRACTS

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM)

CALIFORNA (IRVINE)

UTAH

VA COMMONWEALTH

N DAROTA (GRAND FORKS)

HOWARD

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO)

IU/PUIDUE(INDIANAPOLIS)

CINCINNATI

MISSOURI (COL)BIA)

KEICUCKY

TEMPLE

BUDGET SHARE

$5,759

3,533

3,262

2,367

2,171

. 066

1,634

1,588

I 567

1,140

1,134

1,103

FEDERAL

GRANTS i CONT&ACTS

STAT1 & LOCAL

GRANTS 1. CONTRACTs

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE)

KENTUCKY

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO)

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM)

TEMPLE

IU/PURDMINDIANAPOLIS)

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA)

UTAH

VA COMMONWEALTH

CINCINNATI

HOWARD

X DAT= (GRAND FORKS)

S1,242

656

424

404

392

252

240

167

166

11$

23

0

STATE & UDCAL

GRANTS & CONTRACTS

FRI'

GRANTS & cont

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM)

VTAH

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE)

IU/PUBDUE(INDIAKAPOLIS)

CINCINNATI

MISSOURI (COLUMLA)

HOWARD

ILLINOIS (CBICAGO)

KENTUCKY

X DAKOTA (GRAND rotas)

TEMPLE

VA CONIONWEALTH

$I

FRI

CRANTS & CONTIL

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 23.3 U.C. IRVINE 6.1 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM)

UTAH 22.7 U Or KENT.(LEX) 4.3 IO/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 21.1 TEMPLE 3.5 CINCINVATI

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 17.3 U 01 ILL. (CHI) 2.6 =AS

CINCINNATI 12.7 U/PURD(IND) 2.0 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA)

vA COMMONWEALTH 12.4 U OF MISS(COL) 1.11 N DAKOTA (GRAND ram)

Ill/PURDUE 12.3 U Or ALANIIIRM) 1.6 xemay
ILLINOISICHICAGO) 11.1 U OF UTAB(SL) 1.2 TEMPLE

TEMPLE 9.9 U OT CINCINNATI 1.0 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO)

HOWARD 8,9 VIRG COMM(RICS) 0.9 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE)

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 8.5 HOWARD 0.1 HOWARD

KENTUCKY 7.4 U OF ND(GRAN F) 0.0 VA COMMONWEALTH
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TABLE Al2.2: 1985-66 REvENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

CINCINNATI

ckuraaNIA (IRVINE)

UTAH

HOWARD

KENTUCKY

ENDOWMENT

INCOME

$491

320

264

225

ISO

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE)

UTAH

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA)

N yAKOTA (GRAND YORKS)

HOWARD

SALES

4 SERVICES

$2.115

2,017

1,529

1,299

983

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM)

HOWARD

CALIPORNIA (IRVINE)

VA CCMIONWEALTH

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO)

GENERAL EDUCA-

REV:

$24,

23

20

19

16,

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 177 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 981 Larucxy 15

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 130 CINCINNATI 973 UTAP 14

TEMPLE 52 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 832 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 13

VA COMPIONWDLTH 44 KENTUCKY 670 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 12

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 32 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 536 CINCINNATI 12

IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 18 VA COMMONWEALTH 364 TEMPLE 11

N DAKOTA (GRAND PORES) 14 TEMPLE 105 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 10

BUDGET SHARE

ENDOAIONT SALES

INCOME 4 SERvICES

CINCINNATI 4.0 UTAH 14.0

ura 1.8 N DAKOTA (GRAND YORKS) 12.6

CALITORNIA (IRVINE) 1.6 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 11.4

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 1.3 CALIPORNIA (IRVINE) 10.3

uurrucri 1.2 CINCINNATI 7.9

HOWARD 1.0 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 7.6

ALA1AMA (BIRMINGHAM) 0.5 KENTUCKY 4.4

TEMPLE 0.5 *DWARD 4.2

VA COMMONWEALTH 0.2 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 3.4

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 0.2 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 3.2

IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 0.1 VA COMMONWEALTH 1.9

N DAKOTA (GRAND YORKS) 0.1 TEMPLE 0.9
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TABLE A13.1

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS wITH HOSPITALS

EDUCATION AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE (INCLUDING RESEARCH)

HOWARD

ILLINOIS Ill/PURDUE

(CHICAGO) (INDIANAPOLIS) CINCINNATI TEMPLE

CALIFORNI

(IRVINE

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 41.9 43.4 51.8 49.4 44.2 47.7

- INSTRUCTION :8.5 40.7 50.1 45.5 41.4 43.5

- LIBRARIES 1.4 2.7 1.8 3.9 2.8 4.2

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 26.2 19.6 12.2 15.1 24.2 22.2

- STUDENT SERVICES 5.4 1.7 3.0 3.5 3.4 6.6

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 16.3 9.3 2.3 6.0 11.8 9.1

- ACADEM7C SUPPORT 4.5 8.5 6.9 5.6 9.0 6.6

SCHOLARSHIP 5.0 4.8 3.8 6.9 7.9 4.2

RESEARCH , 5.8 11.0 11.6 11.9 8.1 17.2

PUBLIC SERVICE 7.6 7.2 8.9 7.7 3.0 2.1

PLANT OP/MAINTIMAND ED TRAN 13.5 14.0 11.7 9.0 12.5 6.6

IVTAL E&G EXPENDITURES 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

ALABAMA MISSOURI NORTH

(BIRMINGHAM) KENTUCKY (COLMBIA) DAKOTA UTAH COMONWEAL"

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 42.5 36.9 41,4 45.4 39.8 50.

- INSTRUCTION 40.5 34.1 37.5 42.8 35.6 47.

- LIBRARIES 2.0 2.8 3.9 2.6 4.1 3.

ADMINISTRATIVE . TOTAL 16.1 16.6 16.5 18.4 14.1 19..

- STUDENT SERVICES 2.1 3.4 3.8 3.6 1.1 2.,

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 8.0 6.6 5.9 8.5 6.9 10.6

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT :..9 6.6 6.8 6.2 4.1 6.

SCHOLARSHIP 3.2 3.9 4.6 10.2 4.1 4,

RESEARCH 21.8 17.5 19.0 15.1 18.2 15.

PUBLIC SERvICE 7.2 14.9 12.0 1.8 15.9 O.

PLOT OP/MINT/HAND ED TRAN 9.2 10.2 6,5 9.1 7.9 9.

TOTAL EGG EXPENDITURES 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.,
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TABLE A13.2

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITS HOSITALS

EDUCATION AND GENERAL UPENDITURES PER PTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH)

HOWARD

ILLINOIS

(CHICAGO)

IU/PURDU:

(INDIANAPOLIS) CINCINNATI TEMPLE

CALIPORNLA

(IRVINE)

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 44.5 48.8 58.6 56.0 48.1 57.6

- INSIIIVCTION 40.9 45.7 56.6 51.6 45.1 52.5

. LIBRARIES 3.6 3.1 2.0 4.4 3.1 5.1

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 27.8 22.0 13.8 17.1 26.4 26.8

. STUDENT SERVICES 5.8 1.9 3.4 3.9 3.7 7.9

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 17.3 io.5 2.6 6.8 12.9 10.9

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 4.8 9.6 7.8 6.4 9.8 7.9

SCHOLARSHIP 5.3 5.4 4.3 7.9 8.7 5.1

RESEARCH 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

PUBLIC SERVICE 8.0 8.1 10.1 8.8 3.2 2.6

P(.ANT OP/MA/NT/MAND ED IRAN 14.4 15.7 13.2 10.2 13.6 8.0

TOTAL Ei0 EXP LESS RESEARCH 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

ACADEMIC - TOTAL

INSTRUCTION

LIBRARIES

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL

ALABAMA

(BIRMINGHAM)

54.4

51.9

2.5

20.6

KENTUCKY

44.7

41.3

3.4

20.2

MISSOURI

(COLUMBIA)

51.1

46.3

4.8

20.4

NORTH

DAKOTA

53.5

50.4

3.1

21.7

UTAH

48.6

43.6

5.1

17.3

VA

COMMONWEALTH

60.3

56.8

1.6

22.9

- STUDENT SERVICES 2.7 4.2 4.7 4.3 3.7 2.8

INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 10.2 8.0 7.3 10.0 8.5 12.6

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 7.6 8.0 8.4 7.3 5.1 7.5

SCHOLARSHIP 4.1 4.7 5.7 12.0 5.0 4.9

RESEARCH 0.c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

PUBLIC SERVICE 9.2 18.1 14.9 2.1 19.4 0.9

PLANT OPIMAINT/MAND ED MAN 11.7 12.3 8.0 10.8 9.7 10.9

TOTAL FAG EXP LESS RESEARCH 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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TABLE A13.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER EYE

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

HOWARD S9,579 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) S9,011 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 5839

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 9.451 HOWARD 6,798 90WARD 781

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 9,439 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 8,601 UTAH 598

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 7,846 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 7,352 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 494

IU/PUIDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 6.699 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 6,469 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 489

VA CCAIMONIITALTS 6,606 VA COMMONWEALTH 6.216 ALABAMA (BLIMINGHAM) 440

KENTUCKY 5,809 KENTUCKY 5,371 KENTUCKY 438

UTAS 5,736 UTAH 5,139 CINCINNATI 435

CINCINNATI 5,545 CINCINNATI 5,110 VA COMMONWEALTH 390

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 5,181 TEMPLE 4,693 TEMPLE 322

TEMPLE 5,014 MISSOURI (OXIASIA) 4,692 N DAKOTA (GRAND ran) 283

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 4,860 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 4,577 III/PURDUI (IMIANAPOLIS) 230

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH INCLUDEM

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRAAIES

IUIPURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 51.8 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 30.1 HOWARD 3.4

VA CCMONWEALTH 50.7 VA COMMONWEALTH 47.7 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 2.7

CINCINNATI 49.4 CINCINNATI 45.5 ILI/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 1.8

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 47.7 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 43.5 CINCINNATI 3,9

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 45.4 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 42.8 TEMPLE 2.8

TEMPLE 44.2 TEMPLE 41.4 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 4.2

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 43.4 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 40.1 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 2.0

ALARM4A (BIRMINGHAM) 42.5 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 40.5 KENTUCKY 2.8

HOWARD 41.9 HOWARD 38.5 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 3.9

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 41.4 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 37.5 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 2.6

UTAH 39.8 UTAH )5.6 UTAH 4.1

KENTUCKY 36.9 KENTUCKY 34.1 VA COMMONWEALTH 3.0

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH EXCLUDED

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

VA COMMONWEALTH 60.3 VA COMMONWEALTH 56.8 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 5.1

IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 58.6 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 56.6 UTAH 5.1

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 57.6 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 52.5 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 4.8

CINCINNATI 56,0 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 51.9 CINCINNATI 4.4

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 54.4 CINCINNATI 51.6 HOWARD 3.6

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 53.5 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 50.4 VA COMMONWEALTH 3.6

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 51.1 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 46.3 KENTUCKY 3.4

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 48.8 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 45.7 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 3.1

UTAH 48.6 TEMPLE 45.1 TEMPLE 3.1

TEMPLE 48.1 UTAH 43.6 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 3.1

KEWTUCKY 44.7 laNTUCKY 41.3 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 2.5

HOWARD 44.5 HOWARD 40.9 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 2.0

87



TABLE A13.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

TOTAL

ADMINISTRATIVE

STUDENT

SERVICES

INSTITUTIONAL

SUPPORT

HOWARD 55,981 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 51,297 HOWARD 53,715

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 3,539 HOWARD 1,237 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 1,792

IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 1,574 KENTUCKY 543 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 1,780

CINCINNATI 1,692 ALABAMA (BIRMINGiiAM) 476 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 1,683

TEMPLE 2,747 MISFOURI (COLUMBIA) 474 VA COMONWEALTH 1,380

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 4.387 VIAS 440 TEMPLE 1.343

ALAaAMA (TIRMINGRAM) 3,578 III/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 393 KENTUCKY 1.045

KENTUCKY 2.622 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 390 UTAH 997

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 2,069 CINCINNATI 390 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 912

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 1,963 TEMPLE 385 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 740

UTAH 2,035 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 312 CINCINNATI 669

VA COMMONWEALTH 2.509 VA COMMONWEALTH 309 III/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 294

BUDGET SHARE--RESEARCH INCLUDED

TCTAL STUDENT INSTITUTIONAL

ADMINISTRATIVE SESVICES SUPPORT

HOWARD 26.2 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 6.6 HOWARD 16.3

TEMPLE 24.2 WOWARD 5.4 TEMPLE 11.8

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 22.2 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 3.8 VA COMMONWEALTH 10.6

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 19.6 N DAKOTA (GRAND YORKS) 3.6 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 9.3

VA COMMONWEALTH 19.3 CINCINNATI 3.5 CALIPORNIA (IRVINE) 9.1

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 18.4 KENTUCKY 3.4 N DAKOTA (GRAND YORKS) 8.5

KENTUCKY 16.6 TEMPLE 3.4 LLABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 8.0

MISOURI (COLUMBIA) 16.5 UTAH 3.1 UTAH 6.9

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 16.1 III/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 3.0 KENTUCKY 6.6

CINCINNATI 15.1 VA COMMONI/EALTH 2.4 CINCINNATI 6.0

UTAH 14.1 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 2. MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 5.9

IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 12.2 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 1.7 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 2.3

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH EXCLUDED

TOTAL S7IDENT INSTITUTIONAL

ADMINISTRATIVE SERvICE8 SUPPORT

HOWARD 27.8 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 7.; HOwARD 17.3

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 20.8 HOWARD 5.8 TEIPLE 12.9

TEMPLE 26.4 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 4.7 VA COMMONWEALTH 12.6

VA COMMONWEALTH 22.9 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 4.3 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 10.9

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 22.0 KENTUCKY 4.2 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 10.5

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 21.7 CINCINNATI 3.; ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 10.2

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 20.6 UTAH 3.' N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 10.0

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 20.4 TEMPLE UTAH 8.5

KENTUCKY 20.2 IU/PURDUE cINDIANAPOLIS) 3.- KENTUCKY 8.0

UTAH 17.3 VA COMMONWEALTH 2.8 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 7.3

CINC:NNATI 17.1 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 2.' CINCINNATI 6.8

IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 13.8 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) :.4 lUIPURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 2.6
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TABLE A13.3: .985-86 EXPENCITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER PTE

ACADEMIC

SUPPORT SCHOLARS-HI? RESEARCH

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 51.544 HOWARD $1,135 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) $4,852

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 1.122 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 1,095 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 3.413

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 1,297 TEMPLE 901 KENTUCKY 2,756

KENTUCKY 1,034 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 871 UTAH 2,670

HOWARD 1.029 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 829 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 2,382

TEMPLE 1,019 CINCINNATI 778 VA COMO/WEALTH 2.071

IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 887 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 710 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 1,997

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 855 KENTUCKY 612 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 1,617

VA COMMONWEALTH 820 UTAH 590 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 1,496

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 665 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 576 CINCINNATI 1,337

CINCINNATI 634 vA COMMONWEALTH 537 HOWARD 1,332

UTAH 598 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 488 TEMPLE 922

BUDGET SHARE--RESEARCH INCLUDED

ACADEMIC

SUPPORT SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH

TEMPLE 9.0 N DAROAA (GRAND FORKS) 10.2 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 21.8

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 8.5 TEMPLE 7.9 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 19.0

IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 6.9 CINCINNATI 6.9 UTAH 18.2

MISSOURI (COLU)BIA) 6.8 HOWARD 5.0 KENTUCKY 17.5

KENTUCKY 6.6 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 4.8 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 17.2

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 6.6 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 4.6 VA ODMMONWEALTH 15.9

rA COMMONWEALTH 6.3 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 4.2 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 15.1

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 6.2 VA COMMONWEALTH 4.1 CINCINNATI 11.9

AIARAAA (BIRMINGHAM) 5.9 UTAH 4.1 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 11.6

CINCINNATI 5.6 KENTUCKY 3.9 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 11.0

HOWARD 4.5 IU/PURDUE (INDLANAPOLIS) 3.8 TEMPLE 8.1

UTAH 4.1 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 3.2 HOWAD 5.8

BUDGET SHARE--RESEARCH EXCLUDED

ACADEMIC

SUPPORT SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH

HOWARD 4.8 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 12.0 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) N/A

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 9.6 TEMPLE 8.7 KENTUCKY N/A

ILI/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 7.8 CINCINNATI 7.9 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) N/A

CINCINNATI 6.4 MISSOURI (COLIBIA) 5.7 VA COMMONWEALTH N/A

TEMPLE 9.8 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 5.4 UTAH N/A

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 7.9 HOWARD 5.3 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) N/A

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 7.6 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 5.1 Ili/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) N/A

KENTUCKY 8.0 UTAH 5.0 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) N/A

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 8.4 VA COMMONWEALTH 4.9 HOWARD N/A

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 7,3 KENTUCKY 4.7 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) N/A

UTAH 5.1 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 4.3 TEMPLE N/A

VA COMMONwEALTH 7.5 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 4.1 CINCINNATI N/A
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TABLE A13.3: 1985.86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RAIIKED

DOLLARS PER ?II

PUBLIC

SERVICE

PLANT OP.MAINT/

MAND Eri TRANS

70TAL E & G

EXPENDITURES

KENTUCKY S2,353 HOWARD $3,092 HOWARD $22,843

UTAH 2.294 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 2,526 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 18,076

HOWARD 1.725 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 2,035 IU/PURDUE (INDLANAPOLIS) 12,921

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 1.598 KENTUCKY 1,604 CINCINNATI 11,233

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 1.507 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 1,510 TEMPLE 11,337

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 1.296 TEMPLE 1,416 CALIPORKIA (IRVINE) 19,793

SU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 1,154 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 1,304 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 22,224

CINCINNATI 866 VA COMMONWEALTH 1,197 KENTUCKY 15,757

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 420 UTAH 1,142 MISSOURI (COLOMBIA) 12,523

TEMPLE 336 CINCINNATI 1,014 N DAKOTA (GRAND TOM) 10,706

N DAKOTA (GRAND YORKS) 189 N DAKOTA (GRAND YORKS) 978 UTAH 14,416

VA COMIONWEALTH 102 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 80$ VA COMMOWEALTH 13,022

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH INCLUDED

PUBLIC

SERVICE

Pwr OP,MAINTI

MAND ED TRANS

UTAH 15.9 ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 14.0

KENTUCKY 14.9 HOWARD 13.5

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 12.0 TEMPLE 12.5

IU/PURDUE (INDIAAA.POLIS) 8.9 IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 11.7

CINCINNATI 7.7 KENTUCXY 10.2

H0WARD 7.6 VA COMMONWEALTH 9.2

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 7.2 ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 9.2

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 7,2 N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 9 1

TEMPLE 3.0 CINCINNATI 9.0

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 2.1 UTAH 7.9

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 1.8 CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 6.6

VA COMMONWEALTH 0.8 MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 6.5



TABLE AI3.3: 1985-R6 E(PENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITT AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS. RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

TOTAL E & C EXP

LESS RESEARCH

HOWARD S21,511

ALA/AMA (BIRMINGHAM) 17,372

CALITORNIA (IRVINE) 16,379

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 16,075

KENTUCrf 13,000

UTAH 11,797

ID/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 11,424

VA CONNONVEALTH 10,951

TEMPLE 10,414

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 10,141

CINCINNATI 9,896

N DAKOTA (GRAND rons) 9,090



TABLE A14.1

HOWARD UNIVERSITT AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985.86

BUDGET SHARE

UMARD umpTON MARYLAND (CP) FLORIDA AAM mOREBoUSE SPED!

TUITION & FEES 17.1 54.4 22.1 13.4 65.4 57.

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 65.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 O.

STATE i LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 0.0 0.0 50.1 64.3 0.0 O.

FEDMAL GRANTS & CONTRACTS 8.9 21.6 20.0 16.1 15.6 13.

STATE, LOC GRANTS & CONTRAcTS 0.1 0.0 2.6 4.6 0.0 1.

PRIVATE GRANTS & CONTRACTS 3.4 6.7 2.8 1.6 12.6 16.

ENDOWMENT INCOME 1.0 14.3 0.2 0.0 6.5 11..

SALES & SERVICES 4.2 3.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.(

GENERAL EDUCATION REVElcUE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1040.

NORTH

VIRGINIA MORGAN STATE CAROLINA AAT MICHIGAN CAA) RUTGERS TEMP

TUITION 4 FEES 20.7 17.8 16.6 25.6 23.7 39.

FEDERAL APPROPRLATIONS 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.1 1.0 O.

STATE 4 LOCkL APPROPRIATIONS 47.2 72.7 58.9 34.5 59.4 40.

FEDERAL GRANTS i CONTRACTS 18.3 8.4 21.1 23.0 7.9 9.

STATE, LOC GRAMS & CONTRACTS 1.1 0.1 0.7 0.4 2.9 3.

PRIVATE GRANTS ), CONTRACTS 7.4 0.5 0.5 9.1 3.4 4.

ENDowMENT INCOME 4.2 0.0 0.1 2.1 1.6 0.

SALES 6 SERVICES 1.2 0.0 2.1 5.0 0.0 0

GENERAL EDUCATION REVF.NUE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100
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ABU A14.1

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COKPETITOR INSTITUTIONS

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER PTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE

XAVIER CLARK

MICHIGAN

STATE mARYLAND IBC)

TUITION & FEES 56.7 57.5 21.3 26.7

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

STATE & LOCAL APPROPRIATICNS 0.0 0.0 47.9 61.4

FEDERAL GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 22.9 19.3 17.6 7.4

STATE, LOC GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 1.6 0.0 1.3 2.1

PRIVATE GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 1k.6 21.3 5.4 1.6

ENDOVMENT INCOME 1.5 1.9 0.5 0.0

SALES & SERVICES 0.0 0.0 6.1 0.8

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0



TABLE A14.2: 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS, RANKED

DOLLARS ?ER PTI

TUITION

FEES

FEDERAL

APPROPRIATIONS

STATE i LOCAL

APPROPRIATIONS

MICHIGAN (AA) $4,785 HOWARD $15,230 VIRGINIA $7,707

XAVIER 4,609 XAVIER 220 FLORIDA A L M 7,336

TEMPLE 4,448 RMERS 101 ?ORGAN STATE 7,009

SPELMAN 4,073 MORGAN STATE 49 MICHIGAN (AA) 6,443

HOWARD 3,999 MICHIGAN (AA) 12 RUTGERS 5,971

HAMPTON 3,988 FLORIDA A i M 6 MICHIGAN STATE 5,537

SDREHOUSE 3,903 NO A & T 3 MARYLAND (CP) 5,213

CLARK 3,800 MICHIGAN STATE 1 NC A & T 5,000

VIRGINIA 3,378 HAMPTON 0 TEMPLE 4,554

MICHIGAN STATE 2,468 CLARK 0 MARYLAND (No) 4,204

RUTGERS 2,387 MARYLAND (BCo) 0 CLARK 0

MARYLAND (CP) 2,302 T1D4PLE 0 MOREHOUSE 0

MARYLAND (8Co) 1,829 VIRGINIA 0 XAVIER 0

MORGAN STATE 1,717 SPELMAN 0 HAMPTON 0

FLORIDA A L M 1.534 MARYLAND (CP) 0 SPELMAN 0

NC A & T 1,409 MOREHOUSE 0 HOWARD 0

BUDGET SHARE

TUITION FEDERAL STATE & LOCAL

PEES APPROPRIATIONS APPROPRIATIONS

MOREHOUSE 65.4 HOWARD 65.3 MORGAN STATE 72.7

CLARK 57.5 XAVIER 2.7 FLORIDA A & M 64.3

SPELMAN 57.2 RUTGERS 1.0 MARYLAND (BCo) 61.4

XAVIER 56.7 MORGAN STATE 0.5 RUTCERS 59.4

HAMPTON 54.4 MICHIGAN (AA) 0.1 NC A & T 58.9

TEMPLE 39.7 FLORIDA A & M 0.1 MARYLAND (CP) 50.1

MARYLAND (BCD) 26,7 NC A 1 T 0.0 MICHIGAN STATE 47.9

MICHIGAN (AA) 25.6 MICHIGAN STATE 0.0 VIRGINIA 47.2

RUTGERS 23.7 HAMPTON 0,0 TEMPLE 40.7

HARTLAND (CP) 42.1 CLARK 0.0 MICHIGAN (AA) 34.5

MICHIGAN STATE 21.3 HARTLAND CBCo) 0.0 HAlinON 0.0

VIRGINIA 20.7 TEMPLE 0.0 CLARK 0.0

MORGAN STATE 17.8 VIRGINIA 0.0 XAVIER 0.0

HOWARD 17.1 SPELMAN 0.0 HOWARD 0.0

NC A L T 16.6 MARYLAND (CP) 0.0 mOREHOUSE 0.0

FLORIDA A 4 M 13.4 MOREHOUSE 0.0 SPELMAN 0.0
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TABLE A14.2: 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOwAlD UNIVERSIT/ AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS. RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

FEDERAL

GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS

STATE 4 LOCAL

GRASTs & CONTRAcTs

PR:VATE

GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS

MICHIGAN (AA; 54,292 FLORIDA A i M $520 MICHIGAN (AA) $1,62
VIRGINIA 2,984 TEMPLE 392 CLARK 1,409

MARYLAND (CP; 2,085 RUTGERS 292 VIRGINIA 1.200

HOWARD 2,066 MARYLAND CCP) 268 XAVIER

MICHIGAN STATE 2,033 VIRGINIA 172 SPELMAN 1,181

XAVIER 1,862 MICHIGAN STATE 150 HOWARD 798

FLORIDA A 4 m 1,838 MARYIAND (BCo) 145 MOREHOUSE 750

NC A 4 T 1,789 XAVIER 128 MICHIGAN STATE 621

HAMPTON 1,582 SPELMAN 104 TEMPLE 536

CLARK 1,275 MICHIGAN (AA) 77 HUTTON 488

TEMPLE - 1,105 NC A & T 61 RUTGERS 345

MOREHOUSE 929 HOWARD 23 MARYLAND (CP) 289

SPELMAN 926 MORGAN STATE 6 FLORIDA A 4 M 182

MORGAN STATE 815 HAMPTON o MARYLAND (BCo) 108

RUTCERS 791 MOREHOUSE 0 MORGAN STATE 52

MARYLAND (no) 50 CLARK 0 NC A i T 39

BUDGET SHARE

FEDERAL STATE 4 LOCAL PRIVATE

GRANTS & CONTRACTS GRANTS i CONTRACTS GRANTS & corium

MICHIGAN (AA) 23.0 FLORIDA A 4 M 4.6 CLARX 21.3

XAVIER 22.9 TEMPLE 3.5 SPELMAN 16.6

RAMPTON 21.6 RUTGERS 2.9 XAVIER 14.6

NC A I T 21.1 MARYLAND (CP) 2.6 MOREHOUSE 12.6

mARYLAND (CP) 20.0 MARYLAND (BCD) 2.1 MICHIGAN (AA) 9.1

CLARK 19.3 XAVIER 1.6 VIRGINIA 7.4

VIRGINIA 18.3 SPELMAN 1.5 HAMPTON 6.7

MICHIGAN STATE 17.6 MICHIGAN STATE 1.3 MICHIGAN STATE 5.4

FLORIDA A i M 16.1 VIRGINIA 1.1 TEMPLE 4.5

MOREHOUSE 15.6 NC A 4 T 0.7 RUTGERS 3.4

SPELMAN 13.0 MICHIGAN (AA) 0.4 HOWARD 3.6

TEMPLE 9.9 HOWARD 0.1 MARYLAND (CP) 2.8

HOWARD 8.9 mORGAN STATE 0.1 FLORIDA A 4 M 1.6

mORGAN STATE 8.4 HAMPTON 0.0 MARYLAND (BCo) 1.6

RUTGERS 7,9 MOREHOUSE 0.0 MORGAN STATE 0.5

MARYLAND (BCo) 7.4 CLARK 1.0 NC A 1, T 0.5



TABLE A14.2: 1985-86 REVENIAS OF HOWARD UNIvERSITY AHD COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS, RANKED

aOLLARS PER FTE

ENDOWMENT

INCOhE

SALES

4 SERVICES

GENERAL EDUCATION

REVENUE

HAMPTON $1,050 HOWARD 5953 HOWARD $23,325

$ PELMAN 838 MICHIGAN (AA) 933 MICHIGAN (AA) 16,639

VIRGINIA 683 MICHIGAN STATI 700 VIRGINIA 16,321

MICHIGAN (AA) 426 MARYLAND (CP) 231 MICHIGAN STATE 11,567

MOREHOUSE 383 HAMMON 219 FLORIDA A 4 M 11,415

HOWARD 225 VIRGINIA 194 TEMPLE 11,192

RUTGERS 159 NC A & T 174 MARYLAND (CP) 10,410

CLARK 124 TEMPLE 105 RUTGERS 10,051

XAVIER 122 MARYLAND (BCO 5$ MORGAN STATE 9,647

MICHIGAN STATE 56 CLARK 0 NC A 4 I 8,482

TEMPLE 52 XAVIER 0 XAVIER 6,126

MARYLAND (CP) 21 MOREHOUSE 0 HAMPTON 7,327

NC A & T 6 FLORIDA A 4 M 0 SPELMAN 7,122

MARfLAND (15Co) 0 SPELMAN 0 MARYLAND (15Co) 6,448

FLORIDA A S. M 0 RUTGERS 0 CLARX 6,606

MORGAN STATE 0 MORGAN STATE 0 MOREHOUSE 5,971

BUDGET SHARE

ENDOIMENT SALES

INCOn I SERVICES

HAMPTON

SPELMAN

14.3

11.8

MICHIGAv STATE

MICHIGAN (AA)

6.1

5.0

MOREHOUSE 6.5 HOWARD 4.2

VIRGINIA 4.2 HAMPTON 3.0

MICHIGAN (AA) 2.3 MARYLAND (CP) 2.2

CLARK 1.9 NC A & T 2.1

RUTGERS 1.6 VIRGINIA 1.2

XAVIER 1.5 TEMPLE 0.9

HOWARD .0 MARYLAND (BC0) 0.8

MICHIGAN STATE 0.5 CLARX 0.0

TEMPLE 0.5 XAVIER 0.0

MARYLAND (CP) 0.2 MOREHOUSE 0.0

NC A i 7 -0.1 FLORIDA A 4 m 0.0

mARYLAND (SW 0.0 SPELMAN 0.0

FLORIDA A & M 0.0 RUTGERS 0.0

MORGAN STATE 0.0 HORGAN STATE 0.0



TABLE A15.1

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FrE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1945-86

BUDGET SHARE (INCLUDING RESEARCH;

HOWARD HAMPTON MARTIAND (Cp) FLORIDA AGM mOREHOUSE SPELMAN

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 41.9 34.6 39.5 38.1 30.6 33.1

- INSTRUCTION 38.5 31.2 36.2 34.4 28.5 31.5

- LIBRARIES 3.4 3.4 3.3 3.6 2.2 1.6

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 26.2 24.2 15.1 25.9 33.4 36.7

- STUDENT SERVICES 5.4 7.9 4.1 5.1 $.2 10.7

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 16.3 13.9 7.3 10.5 24.6 22.9

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 4.5 2.4 3.7 10.3 0.6 3.1

SCSOLARSHIP 5.0 11.5 4.8 11.0 19.5 17.2

RESEARCH 5.8 8.8 22.4 $.2 3.8 3.3

PUBLIC SERVICE
,

7.6 3.7 7.1 3.7 0.0 1.2

PLANT OP/MAINTiMAND ED TRAN 13.5 17.2 11.0 13.1 12.8 $.6

TOTAL EiG EXPENDITMES 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

VIRGINIA MORGAN STATE

NORTH

CAROLINA A4T mICHIGAN (itA) RUTGERS TEMPLE

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 45.4 43.7 41.2 38.0 45.1 44.2

- INSTRUCTION 39.9 40.0 38.0 35.3 40.5 41,4

- LIBRARIES 5.5 3.7 3.2 2.7 4.6 2.6

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 17.9 25.0 21.0 16.3 18.7 24.2

- STUDENT SERVICES 4.1 6.6 3.5 4.1 5.4 3.4

INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 6.4 15.8 8.8 5.6 9.2 11.8

. ACADEMIC SuPPORT 7.4 2.6 8.7 6.6 4.1 9.0

SCHOLARSHIP 8.2 11.6 10.. 7.3 4.4 7.9

RESEARCH 19.2 6.6 10.2 24.7 13.8 8.1

PUBLIC SERVICE (.7 0.0 5.4 1.4 4.8 3.0

PLANT OP/MAINT/mAND ED TRAN 7.6 13.1 12.0 12.3 13.2 12.5

TOTAL MX EXPENDITURES 100.0 170.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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TABLE A15.1

HOHARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FrE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SSARE (INCLUDING RESEARCH)

XAVIER CLARK

MICH:CAN

STATE MARTLAND (BC)

ACADLMIC - TOTAL 35.0 31.7 42.7 51.8

- INSTRUCTION 32.8 29.1 40.7 46.2

- LIBRARIES 2.2 2.6 2.0 5.6

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 29.9 33.8 12.4 18.8

. SIVDENT SERVICES 9.2 6.8 2.9 6.8

- INSTI' mom SUPPORT 17.3 :4.2 6.1 12.0

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 3.5 2.8 3.3 0.0

SCHOLARSHIP 20.3 19.8 5.2 9.0

RESEARCH 4.1 0.0 19.7 6.3

PUBLIC SERVICE 0.5 5.0 12.3 0.1

PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND 6 TRAN 10.2 9.7 7.6 14.1

TOTAL PSG EXPENDITURES 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

9



TABLE A15.2

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR LNSTITUTIONS

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER IPTE

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86

BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH)

HOWARD HAMPTON MARYLAND (CP) FLORIDA ALM MOREHOUSE SPELMAN

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 44.5 37.9 50.9 41.5 31.8 34.2

- INSTRUCTION 40.9 34.2 46.6 37.5 29.6 32.6

- LIBRARIES 3.6 3.7 4.2 4.0 2.2 1.6

ADMINISTRATIVE - rnAL 27.8 26.5 19.3 28.2 34.7 38.0

- STUDENT SERVICES 5.8 8.6 5.3 5.5 8.5 11.0

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 17.3 15.2 9.4 11.4 25.6 23.7

. ACADEMIC SUPPORT 4.8 2.7 4.7 11.3 0.6 3.2

SCHOLARSHIP 5.3 12.6 6.2 12.0 20.2 17.8

RESEARCH 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

FOLIC SERVICE
,

8.0 4.0 9.2 4.0 0.0 1.2

PLANT OP/MINT/HAND ED TRAN 14.4 18.9 14.2 14.3 13.3 8.9

TOTAL EIAG EXP LESS RESEARCH 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

vIRGINLA MORGAN STATE

NORTH

CAROLINA AAT MICHIGAN (AA) RUTGERS TEMPLE

ACADEMIC - TOTAL 56.2 46.8 45.9 50.4 32.4 48.1

- INSTRUCTION 49.4 42.9 42.3 46.9 47.0 45.1

- LIBRARIES 6.9 4.0 3.6 3.5 5.4 3.1

ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 22.1 26.7 23.4 21.7 21.7 26.4

- STUDENT SERVICES 5.1 7.0 3.9 5.4 6.2 3.7

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 7.9 17.0 9.8 7.) 10.7 12.9

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 9.2 2.7 9.7 8.8 4.8 9.8

SCHOLARSHIP 10.1 12.5 11.2 9.7 5.1 8.7

RES:7ARCH 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

PUBLIC SERVICE 2.1 0.0 6.0 1.9 5.6 3.2

PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND ED TUN 9.5 14.0 13.4 16.3 15.3 13.6

TOTAL ELG EXP LESS RESEARCH 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0



TABLE A15.2

HOUARD (JNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER rrE

ACADEM/C YEAR 1985-$6

BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH)

XAVIER CLARK

MICHIGAN

STATE MALYLAND (BC)

ACADEMIC - TO,AL 36.5 31.7 53.2 55.5

- INSTRUCTION 34.2 29.1 50.7 49.3

- LIBRARIES 2.3 2.6 2.5 6.0

ADMINIWTRATIVE - TOTAL 31.2 33.8 15.4 20.0

STUDENT SERvICES 9.6 6.8 3.7 7.2

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 18.0 24.2 7.6 12.8

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 3.6 2.8 4.2 0.0

SCHOLARSHIP 21.1 19.8 6.5 9.6

RESEARCH 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

PUBLIC SERVICE 0.5 5.0 15.4 0.1

PLANT OP/MAINT:MAND ED TRAN 10.7 9.7 9.5 15,1

TOTAL E&G EXP LESS RESEARCH 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0



TABLE A15.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR um-Imams, RANKED

DOLLARS PER rrE

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

HOWARD 59,579 HOWA2D $8,798 VIRGINLA $783

MICHIGAN (AA) 6,9*6 MICHIGAN (AA) 6,477 HOWARD 781

VIRGINLA 6,417 V/RGINIA 5,634 MICHIGAN (AA) 489

ITMPLE 5,014 TEMPLE 4,693 RUTGERS 453

MICHIGAN STATE 4,851 MICHIGAN STATE 4,623 FLORIDA A. 6 M 437

FLORIDA A M 4,576 FLORIDA A 4 M 4,139 MAULAND (103) 378

RUTGERS 4,407 RUTGERS 3,954 MORGAN STATE 354

MOICAN STATE 4,192 MORGAN STATE 3,839 TEMPLE 322

NC A 4 T 3.813 NC A 4 T 3,513 MARYLAND (CP) 309

MARYLAND (CP) 3,710 MARYLAND (CPI 3,401 NC A & T 300

MARYLAND (1Co) 3.481 MARYLAND (No) 3,103 HUTTON 268

XAVIER f,245 XAVIER 3,039 MICr-GAX STATE 228

HAMPTON 2,746 SFELMAN 2.539 XAVILl 206

SPELMAN 2,667 HAMPTON 2,477 CLARK 204

CLARK 2,447 CLARK 2,243 MOREHOUSE 134

MOREHOUSE 1,898 MOREHOUSE 1,764 SPELMAN 121



TABLE A15.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS, RANKED

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH INCLUDED

TOTAL

ACADD1I C INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

MARYLAND (SU') 51.8 MARYLAND (SCD) 46.2 MARYLAND (No) 5.6

VIPCINIA 45.4 TEMPLE 41.4 VIRGINIA 5.5

RUTGERS 45.1 MICHIGAN STATE 40.7 RUTGERS 4.6

TEMPLE 44.2 RUTGERS 40.5 MORGAN STATE 3.7

MORGAN STATE 43.7 MORGAN STATE 40.0 FLORIDA A 3.6

MICHIGAN STATE 42.7 VIRGINIA 39.9 HOWARD 3.4

HOWARD 41.9 HOWARD 38.5 HAMPTON 3.4

NC A ig T 41.2 NC A & T 38.0 MARYLAND (CP) 3.3

MARYLAND (CP) 39.5 MARYLAND (CP) 36.2 NC A & T 3.2

FLORIDA A & M -38.1 MICHIGAN (AA) 35.3 TEMPLE 2.8

MICHIGAN (AA) 38.0 FLORIDA A I II 34.4 MICHIGAN (AA) 2.7

XAVIER 35.0 XAVIER 32.8 CLARK 2.6

HAMPTON 34.6 SPELMAN 31.5 XAVIER 2.2

SPELMAN 33.1 HAMPTON 31.2 MOREHOUSE 2.2

CLARK 31.7 CLARK 29.1 MICHIGAN STATE 2.0

MOREHOUSE 30.6 MOREHOUSE 28.5 SPELMAN 1.6

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH EXCLUDED

TOTAL

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES

VIRGINIA 56.2 MICHIGAN STATE 50.7 VIRGINIA 6.9

MARYUND (15Co) 55.3 VIRGINIA 49.4 MAITLAND (11Ce) 6.0

MICHIGAN STATE 53.2 MARYLAND (BCo) 49.3 RUTGERS 5.4

RUTGERS 52.4 RUTGERS 47.0 MARYLAND (CP) 4.2

MARY/AND (CP) 50.9 MICHIGAN (AA) 46.9 FLORIDA A & M 4.0

MICHIGAN (AA) 50.4 MARYLAND (CP) 46.6 MORGAN STATE 4.0

TEMPLE 48.1 TEMPLE 45.1 HA2VTON 3.7

MORGAN STATE 46.8 MORGAN STATE 42.9 HOWARD 3.6

NC A 4 T 45.9 NC A & T 42.3 NC A 4 T 3.6

HOWARD 4A.5 HOWARD 40.9 MICHIGAN (AA) 3.5

FLORIDA A I, Pi 41.5 FLORIDA A & 37.5 TEMPLE 3.1

HAMPTON 37.9 amerrow 34.2 CLARK 2.6

XAVIER 36.5 XAVIER 34.2 MICHIGAN STATE 2.5

SPELMAN 34.2 SPELMAN 32.6 XAVIER 2.3

MOREHOUSE 31.8 MOREHOUSE 29.6 MOREHOUSE 2.2

CLARK 31.7 CLARK 29.1 SPELMAN 1.6
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TABLE A15.3: 1985-86 EXPEYDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER FTE

ADMINISTRATIVE

STUDENT

SEAVICES

INSTITUTIONAL

SUPPORT

ACADEr

SUPFC

HOWARD $5,981 HOWARD 81.237 HOWARD $3,715 FLORIDA 4 & M $1,2

FLORIDA A & M 3,113 SPEIMAN 859 CLARK 1,870 MICHIGAN (A).) 1.2

MICHIGAN (AA) 2.997 XAVIER 849 SPELMAN 1,849 VIRGINIA 111

SPELMAN 2.961 MICHIGAN (AA) 753 XAVIER 1,598 HOWARD I,C

XAVIER 2.767 MORGAN STATE 630 MOREHOUSE 1,525 TEMPLE 1,0

TEMPLE 2.747 HAMPTON 623 MORGAN STATE 1,520 NC A 6 T 8

CLARK 2.607 FLORIDA A & M 610 TEMPLE 1,343 RUTGERS

VIRGINIA 2,527 VIRGINIA 577 FLORIDA A & M 1,260 MICHIGAN STATE 3

MORGAN STATE 2096 RUTGERS 523 HAMPTON 1,103 MARYLAND (CP)

MOREHOUSE 2,069 CLARE 521 MICHIGAN (AA) 1,034 WIER 3

NC A & T 1,942 MORZHOUSE 504 VIRGINIA 905 SPIELMAN 7

mow= 1.920 MARYLAND (8Co) 455 RUTGERS 900 MORGAN STATE

RUTGERS 1,823 MARYLAND (CP) 387 NC A & T $11 CLUE

MARYLAND (CP) 1,421 TEMPLE 385 MARYLAND (11Co) 806 HAMPTON

MICHIGAN STATE 1,06 MICHIGAN STATE 335 MICHIGAN STATE 691 MOREHOUSE

MARYLAND (BCo) 1.261 NC A & T 321 MARYLAND (CP) 688 MARYLAND (11Co)



TABLE A15.3: 1985.86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS, RANKED

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH INCLUDED

ADMINISTRATIVE

STUDENT

SERVICES

INSTITUTIONAL

SUPPORT

ACADEMIC

SUPPORT

SPELMAN 36.7 SPELMAN 10.7 MOREHOUSE 24.6 FLORIDA A S M 10.3

CLARK 33.8 XAVIEF 9.2 CLARK 24.2 TEMPLE 9.0

MOREHOUSE 33.4 MOREHOUSE 8.2 SPELMAN 22.9 NC A 4 T 8./

XAVIER 29.9 HAMILW 7.9 XAVIER 17.3 VIRGINIA 7.4

HOWARD 26.2 MARYLAND (11Co) 6.8 HOWARD 16.3 MICHIGAN (AA) 6.6

FLORIDA A 25.9 CLAIM 6.8 MORGAN STATE 15.8 MAID 4.5

MORGAN STATE 25.0 MORGAN STATE 6.6 HAMPTON 13.9 RUTGERS 4.1

TEMPLE 24.2 HOWARD 5.4 MARYLAND (BCo) 12.0 MARYLAND (CP) 3.7

HAPIPMS 24.2 5.4 TEMPLE 11.8 XAVIER 3.5

NC A 4 T 21.0 FLORIDA A S M 5.1 FLORIDA AS M 10.5 =MOAN STATE 3.3

MARYLAND (BCo) 18-.8 MARTIAND (CP) 4.1 RUTGERS 9.2 SPELMAX 3.1

RUTGERS 18.7 MICHIGAN (AA) 4.1 NC A & T 8.8 CLARK 2.8

VIRGINIA 17.9 VIRGINIA 4.1 MARYLAND (CP) 7.3 MORGAN STATt 2.6

MICHIGAN (AA) 16.3 NC A 4 T 3.5 VIRGINIA 6.4 HAMPTON 2.4

MARYLAND (CP) 15.1 TEMPLE 3.4 MICHIGAN STATE 6.1 MOREHOUSE 0.6

MICHIGAN STATE 12.4 MICHIGAN STATE 2.9 MICHIGAN (AA) 5.6 MARYLAND (BCo) 0.0

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH EXCLUDED

STUDENT INSTITUTIONAL ACADEMIC

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES SUPPORT SUPPORT

SPELMAN 38.0 SPEIMAN 11.0 MOREHOUSE 25.6 FUORIDA A & M 11.3

MOREHOUSE 34.7 XAVIER 9.6 CLARK 24.2 TEMPLE 9.8

CLARK 33.8 HAMPTON 8.6 SPELMAN 23.7 NC A & T 9.7

XAVIER 31.2 MOREHOUSE 8.5 XAVIER 15.0 VIRGINIA 9.2

FIJAIDA A 4 M 28.2 MARYLAND (BCo) 1.2 HOUAID 17.3 MICHIGAN (AA) 8.8

HOWARO 27.8 MORGAN STATE 7.0 MORGAN STATE 17.0 HOWARD 4.8

MORGAN STATE 26.7 CLARE 6.8 HAMPTON 15.2 RUTGERS 4.8

HAMPTON 26.5 RUTGERS 6.2 TEMPLE 12.9 MARYLAND (CP) 4.7

TEMPLE 26.4 HOWARD 5.8 MARYLAND (BCo) 12.8 MICHIGAN STATE 4.2

NC A S T 23.4 FLORIDA A 4 M 5.5 FLORIDA A & M 11.4 XAVIER 3.6

VIRGINIA 22.1 MICHIGAN (AA) 5.4 RlITGEtS 10.7 SPELMAN 3.2

MICHIGAN (AA) 21.7 MARYLAND (CP) 5.3 NC A 4 T 9.8 CLARK 2.8

RUTGERS 21.7 VIRGINIA 5.1 MARYLAND (CP) 9.4 MORGAN STATE 2.7

MARYLAND (BCo) 20.D NC A i T 3,9 VIRGINIA 7.9 HAMPTON 2.7

MARYLAND (CP) 19.5 TEMPLE 3.7 MICHIGAN STATE 7.6 MOREHOUSE 0.6

MICHIGAN STATE 15.4 MILMGAN STATE 3.7 MICHIGAN (AA) 7.5 MARYLAND (BCo) 0.0

1G4



TABLE A15.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS, RANKED

DOLLARS PER P7E

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH PUBLIC SERVICE

PLANT OP.MA

KAND ED TRA

XAVIER 51.878 MICHIGAN (AA) S6,533 HOWARD $1,725 HOWARD 53,

CLARK 1.524 V:RGINIA 2,716 MICHIGAN STATE 1,400 MICHIGAN (AA) 2,

SPELMAN 14384 MICHIGAN STATE 2,243 MARYLAND (CP) 672 TLORIDA Al M 1,

MICHIGAN (AA) 1,342 MARYLAND (CP) 2,104 NC A I T 500 TEMPLE 1,

FLORIDA A & M 1.128 RUTGERS 1,345 RUTGERS 46$ HAMPTON 1,

MOREHOUSE 1.206 HOWARD 1,332 FLORIDA A & M 439 RUTGERS 1,

VIRGINIA 1,155 FLORIDA A I M 988 CLARK 389 MORGAN STATE 1,

HOWARD 1,133 NC A 945 TEMPLE 336 NC A & T 1,

MORGAN STATE 1,116 TEMPLE 922 HAMPTON 293 VIRGINIA 1,

NC A I T 934 HAMPTON 697 MICHIGAN (AA) 263 MARYLAND (C?) 1,

HAMPTON 912 MORGAN STATE 61, VIRGINIA 235 MARYLAND (11Co)

TEMPLE ;01 MARYLAND (IGO 425 SPELMAN 93 XAVIER

MARVLAND (11C0) 603 XAVIER 382 XAVIER 46 MICHIGAN STATE

MICHIGAN STATE 595 SPELMAN 267 MARYLAND (3Co) 4 MOREHOUSE

MARY/AND (CP) 455 MOREHOUSE 233 MOREHOUSE 0 CLUE

RUTGERS 431 CLARK 0 MORGAN STATE 0 SPELMAN



TABLE A15.3: .985-86 EXPENDITIIES OF HOwARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR :NSTINTIONS. RANKED

BUDGET sHARE-REsEARCH INCLUDED

PLANT 010,MAD

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH PUBLIC SERVICE ?SAND ED TRANI.

XAVIER 20.3 MICHIGAN (AA) 24.7 MICHIGAN STATE 12.3 HAMPTON 17

CLARK 19.8 MARYLAND (CP) 22.4 HOCARD 7.6 MARYLAND (BCo) 14

MOREHOUSE 19.5 MICHIGAN STATE 19.7 MARYLAND (CP) 7.1 HOWARD 13

SPELMAN 17.2 VIRGINIA 19.2 NC A S T 5.4 RUTGERS 13.

MORGAN STATE 11.6 RUTGERS 13.8 CLARK 5.0 FLORIDA A & M 13.

HAMPTON 11.5 NC A & T 10.2 RUTGERS 4.8 MCaGAN STATE 13

PLORIDA A & M 11.0 HAMPTON 8.8 HAMPTON 3.7 MOREHOUSE 12

NC A & T 10.1 FLORIDA A & M 8.2 PLOSIDA A & 3.7 TEMPLE 12.

MARYLAND (BCo) 9.0 TEMPLE 8.1 TEMPLE 3.0 MICHIGAN (AA) 12.

VIRGINIA 8.2 MORGAN STATE 6.6 VIRGINIA 1.7 NC A & T 12

TEMPLE 7.9 MARYLAND (ISCo) 6.1 MICHIGAN (A).) 1.4 MARYLAND (CP) 11

MICHIGAN (AA) 7.3 !map 5.8 SPILMAN 1.2 XAVIER 10

MICHIGAN STATE 5.2 XAVIER 4.1 XAVIER 0.5 CLARI

HOWARD 5.0 MOREHOUSE 3.8 MARYLAND (3Co) 0.1 SPELMAN

MARYLAND (CP) 4.8 SPELMAN 3.3 MOREHOUSE 0.0 VIRGINIA

RUTGERS 4.4 CLARK 0.0 MORGAN STATE 0.0 MICHIGAN STATE

BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH EXCLUDED

PLANT OP.MAli

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH PUBLIC SERVICE HAND ED TRAM

XAVIER 21.1 RUTGERS N/A MICHIGAN STATE 15.4 HAMPTON 18

MOREHOUSE 20.2 TRIPLE N/A MARYLAND (CP) 9.2 MICHIGAN (AA) 16

CLARK 19.8 NC A & T N/A HOWARD 8.0 RUTGERS 15

SPELMAN 17.8 MICHIGAN (AA) N/A NC A I T 6.0 MARYLAND (11Co) 15

HAMPTON 12.6 MICHIGAN STATE N/A RUTGERS 5.6 HOWARD 14

HORGAN STATE 12.5 MARYLAND (8Co) N/A CLARK 5.0 rualoA A & M 14

FLORIDA A I M 12.0 XAVIER NIA HAMPTON 4.0 MARYLAND (CP) 14

NC A & T 11.2 CLARK N/A FLORIDA A & M 4.0 MORGAN STATE 14

VIRGINIA 10.1 MARYLAND (CP) N/A TEMPLE 3.2 TEMPLE 12

MICHIGAN (AA) 9.7 FLORIDA A I M N/A VIRGINIA 2.1 NC A S T 12

MAITLAND (8C1.1) 9.6 HOWARD N/A MICHIGAN (A).) 1.9 MOREHOUSE 13

TEMPLE 8.7 HAMPTON N/A SPELMAN 1.2 XAVIER ic

MICHIGAN STATE 6.5 VIRGINIA N/A XAV/ER 0.5 CLARK 9

MARYLAND (CP) 6.2 MORGAN STATE N/A MARYLAND (9C:) 0.1 MICHIGAA STATE 9

HOWARD 5.3 MOREHOUSE N/A MOREHOUSE 0.0 VIRGINIA 9

RUTGERS 5.1 SPELMAN N/A MORGAN STATE 0.0 SPELKAN

lcc



TABLE A15.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES 01 HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS, RANXED

DOLLARS PEA FT1

TOTAL E & G

EXPENDITURES

TOTAL E 4 G EX2

LESS RESEARCH

ROWARD $27 843 HOWARD 521.511

MICHIGAN (AA) 18,334 MICHIGAN (AA) 13.821

VIRGINIA 14.131 VIRGINIA 11.415

FLORIDA A 12,021 FLORIDA A 6 M 11,033

MICHIGAN STATE 11,361 TEMPLE 10,414

TEMPLE 11,337 MICHIGAN STATE 9,118

RUTGERS 9,763 MORGAN STATE 8,959

MORGAN STATE 9,594 XAVIER 8,881

MARYLAND (CP) 9.399 RUTGERS 8,418

XAVIER 9,263 NC A I T 1,303

NC A 4 T 9,248 SPELMAS 7,796

SPELMAN 8,063 CLARE 7,713

HAMPTON 7,933 MARYLAND (LE) 7.295

CLARK 7,713 sktirroti 7.236

MARYLAND (BCo, 6,723 MARYLAND (3C0) 6,298

MOREHOUSE 6,199 MOREHOUSE 5,966



Table A16

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS

FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS, 1988-89

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF FULL-TIME

INSTITUTION FULL-TIME FACULTY FACULTY WITH PH.D.S

NUMBER OF

PART-TIME FACULTY

PERCENT OF

PART-TIME FACULTY

RATIO OF

FTZ STUDENTS TO

FULL-TIME FACULTY

HOWARD 1,174 0.78 703 0.37 8.2

CASE WESTERN RESERVE 1.265 0.98 200 0.14 4.5

CHICAGO 1,166 0.96 7.4

DUIE 1,401 0.96 1,700 0.55 6.8

EMORY 1.420 0.99 251 0.15 4.9

GEORGETOWN

JOHNS HOPKINS
..,

342 0.99 63 0.16 19.0

ROCHESTER 555 81 0.13 13.1

STANFORD 1,290 45 0.03 9.2

TULARE 885 0.98 3011 0.26 10.7

VANDERBILT 1.274 0.96 954 0.43 6.3

YALE 2,003 319 0.14 5.2

FACULTY COMPENSATION, 1987-88

FULL ASSOCIATE ASSISTANT

INSTITUTION PROFESSOR PROFESSOR PROFESSOR INSTRUCTOR

HOWARD $56,300 $42,600 $35,500 $29,900

CASE WESTERN RESERVE 67,600 49,600 39.500 36.700

CHICAGO 78,600 51.400 43,400 32,900

DUKE 76,400 52,900 40,500

EMORY

GEORGETOWN 78,800 54,300 38,900 31,000

JOHNS HOPKINS 74,500 51.900 44,100 35,700

ROCHESTER 69,500 50,100 41.800 31,300

STANFORD 84,300 61,700 50.600

MANE 64.800 47,800 37,300 27.600

VANDERBILT 72,400 51,300 42.100 35,700

YALE 81,500 48.900 38,600 34,800

SOURCES: 1988-89, THE COLLEGE BOARD'S ANNUAL SURVEY OF COLLEGES.

1987-88, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS' ANKIAL REPORT ON THE ECONOMIC STATUS OF THE PROFESSION.
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TABLE A17

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS

FACULTY CHARACTIR:STICS, 1988-89

RATIO

NumBER OF PERCENT OF FULL-TIME HOGE OP PERCENT OF rTE STUDENTS

INSTITUTION FULL-TIME FACULTY FACULTY wITH PH.D.S PART-TIME FACULTY PART-TIME FACULTY FULL-TIME FACUI

HOWARD 1,174 0.78 703 0.37 8

ILI/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 1.220 0,46 712 0.37 7

CINCINNATI 2,324 0.73 1016 0.30 i

KENTUCKY 1,509 0.97 370 0.20 10

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 1,849 8114 0.32 1:

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 1,585 0.80 140 0.04 6

TEMPLE 1,683 0.83 826 0.33 13

VTAH 3,472 0.90 .

CALIYORNIA (IRVINE) 805 197 0.20 1"

VIRGINIA (213111ONWEALTH 1,491 394 0.21 10

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 1,515 0.83 26 0.02 1.

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 480 0.70 79 0.14 2t

FACULTY COMPENSATION, 1987-88

FULL ASSOCIATE ASSISTANT

INSTITUTION PROFESSOR PROFESSOR PROFESSOR INSTRUCTOR

HOwARD $56,300 S42,600 $35,300 629,900

IIIIPURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 51,100 41,400 32,400 21,600

CINCINNATI 65,500 49,400 38,400 28,600

usrual 55,600 41,700 36,100 33,300

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 57.000 4 ,400 35,100 26,500

ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 56,200 43,100 35,900 29,600

TEMPLE 59,400 47,300 39,900 33,600

UTAH 59,100 43,600 38,400 32,900

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 71,900 50,800 45,800

VIRGINIA COMMONWALTB 60,300 49,800 42,100 32.000

MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 52,600 40,400 36,000 26,500

N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 43,700 36,200 32,700 22,800

SOURCES: 1988-89. THE COLLEGE BOARD'S ANNUAL SURVEY OF COLLEGES.

1987-88, AKERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS' ANNUAL REPORT ON THE ECONOMIC STAT1!S OF THE PROFESSION.
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TABLE Al8

HOWARD UNIVERS:7/ AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS

FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS, 1988-89

RATIO OF

NUMBER OF PERCENT or FULL-TIME NUMBER 07 PERCENT rrE STUDENTS TO

INSTITUTION FULL-TIME FACULTY FACULTY WITH PH.D.S PART-TIME 7ACULTI PART-TIME FACULTY FULL-TIME FACULTY

HOWARD 1,174 0.78 703 0.37 8.2

MICHIGAN STATE 3,520 0.64 326 0.0$ 11.1

MICHIGAN 2.995 0.86 751 0.20 11.1

RUTGERS

NC A i T 389 0.49 60 0.13 14.1

CLARK 100 0.43 20 0.17

FLORIDA A i M 345 0.60 15 0.04 13.8

HAMPTON 246 102 0.29 18.4

MOREHOUSE 118 0.56 15 0.11

MORGAN STATE 209 0.60 80 0.28 14.6

SPELMAN 109 0.76 58 0.35 16.1

MARYLAND (BCp) 966 0.90 305 0.24 3.9

MARYLAND (CP) 1,972 0.79 562 0.22 14.4

VIRGINIA 1,845 0.80 208 0.10 0.9

XAVIER 130 0.62 50 0.28 14.3

TEMPLE 1.683 0.83 826 0.33 13.9

FACULTY COMPENSATION, 1987-88

INSTITUTION

FULL ASSCCIATE PSSISTANT

PROFESSOR PROFESSOR PROFESSOR INSTRUCTOR

HOWARD $56,300 $42,600 S35.500 S29,900

MICHIGAN STATE 62,600 48,400 41,000 31,100

MICHIGAN 71,200 55,000 46,000 30,000

I

RUTGERS 73,100 53,700 42,400 31,400

NC A 4 T 51,400 44,200 )7,500 32,400

CLARK

I

FLORIDA A i M

HAMPTON

MOREHOUSE

MOROAN STATE

I

SPELMAN

MARYLAND (BCo) 66,200 48,500 39,300 29.800

MARYLAND (CP) 69,600 50,000 40,100 31,000

i

VIRGINIA 76,100 52,700

XAVIER 31,100 27,900

47,700 11,600

24,200 21,400

TEMPLE 59,400 47,300 39.900 33,600

ISOURCE: 1988-89, THI COLLEGE BOARD'S ANNUAL SURVEY OF COLLEGES.

1987-88, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROTESSORS' ANNUAL REPORT ON TEE ECONOMIC STATUS 07 THE PROFESSION.
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TAU. 1.19

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND HECUS

FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS, 198849

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF FULL-TIME NUMBER OF PERCENT

RATIO OF

FTE SIWERTS TO

INSTITUTION FULL-TLME FACULTY FACULTY WITH PH.D.S PART-TDIE FACULTY PART-TIME FACULTY FULL-TIM FACULTY

HOWARD 1,174 0.78 703 0.37 8.2

JACXSOS STATE 374 0.56 83 0.18 15.1

TUTKEGEE 286 0.58 21 0.07 10.6

arra= -COMMAS 122 0.48 80 0.40 15.0

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 60 0.70 30 0.33

NORFOLK STATE 350 0.55 101 0.22 19.0

UDC 508 0.43 200 0.28 14.6

ARKANSAS (LR)
-

457 0.57 214 0.32 14.7

TEXAS somas 375 0.54 39 0.09

XAVIER 130 0.62 so 0.28 14.3

MOREHOUSE 118 0,56 15 0.11

HAMPTON 246 102 0.29 18.4

SPELMAN 109 0.76 58 0.35 16.1

NC A & T 389 0.49 60 0.13 14.1

FLORIDA A & M 345 0.60 15 0.04 13.8

FACULTY COMPENSATION, 1987-88

FULL ASSOCIATE ASSISTANT

INSTITUTION PROFESSOR PROFESSOR PROFESSOR INSTRUCTOR

HOWARD $56,300 $42.600 $35,500 529,900

JACKSON STATE 39,600 36,300 3,700 27,400

TUSKEGEE 36,600 31,100 28,300 23,100

BETHUNE -COCKMAN 29.400 25,900 21,900 19,600

FLORIDA MEMORIAL

mom= STATE 49,700 43,700 35,000 27,400

UDC

ARIANSAS (LA) 49,600 40,500 33,500 26,700

TEXAS SOUTHERN 45,200 41,000 29,000 23,600

XAVIER 31,100 27,900 24,200 21,400

MOREHOUSE

IimirroN

SPELMAN

NC A 4 T 51,400 44,200 37,500 32,400

FLORIDA A & M

SOURCES: 1988-89, THE COLLEGE BOARD'S ANNUAL SURVEY OP COLLEGES.

1987-88, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS' ANNUAL REPORT ON THE ECONOMIC STATUS 01 THE PROFESSION,
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